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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
THE 2005 ARMY LEISURE NEEDS SURVEY

The Army Leisure Needs Survey (LNS), which assesses patron need for and satisfaction with
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) programs, has been conducted triennially Army-wide since
1992. The main products of the 2005 Leisure Needs Survey (LNS) are a comprehensive report of
survey results for each installation, an aggregated roll-up report for each Installation Management
Agency (IMA) region, and an aggregated roll-up report for the Army. These reports are standardized,
automated, electronic documents that provide information on each installation’s responses to the
Leisure Needs Survey.

Questions in the LNS cover individual and family background, facility use and perceived quality
of MWR programs and facilities, leisure activity preferences and participation, and perceptions of the
impact and importance of MWR in enhancing the quality of Army life. Installation Points of Contact
(IPOCs) assisted with the tailoring of the survey instrument to accommodate installation specific issues.

CONDUCT OF THE SURVEY

The 2005 Leisure Needs Survey was conducted by Caliber, an ICF Consulting Company, at 92
Army installations: 61 CONUS and 31 OCONUS. Four key patron groups were surveyed at each
installation: active duty military, spouses of active duty military, civilian employees, and retired militan
Retirees and spouses were not surveyed at OCONUS installations. All respondents had a choice of
completing the 16 page optically scannable paper version of the LNS, or for the first time, completing
the LNS on the World Wide Web. NWRO installations that participated in the 2005 Leisure Needs
Survey can be found in Section 1 of the main report in Exhibit 1-1.

SURVEY RESULTS

Key survey results have been selected for this summary to present patrons' needs for and
satisfaction with MWR facilities and their perceptions of the quality of the MWR facilities at
installations in your region. Results in this summary are presented as follows:

MWR programs and services . MWR during deploymen
Leisure activities . Career intentions.
Feeling that the Army cares about

its people as a result of MWR

The 2005 Leisure Needs Survey was administered from April - July 2005. The overall response
rate for installations in NWRO ranged from 13.61% to 27.35% with an average response rate of
19.52%. 6,661 NWRO respondents completed the 2005 LNS: 1,212 active duty members, 1,253
spouses, 1,930 civilians, and 2,266 retirees.

Executive Summary i 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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All data aggregated across patron groups presented in this report have been weighted by
patron group (active duty, spouses of active duty, civilians and retirees) to adjust the relative
contribution of each patron group’s responses to the total group of respondents. This weighting
corrects for response bias by adjusting the size of each of the four samples to what they would be
if each patron group were exactly in the same proportion as exists in your installations'
populations. When looking at the Total Cases column in the report exhibits, please remember
that active duty, spouses of active duty, Department of Army civilians and retirees are included in
the Total Cases percentages in the same proportion as they exist in the population at each
installation.

Where appropriate, comparisons are made between installation specific data and Army
baseline data. The Army baseline data are an aggregate from all respondents who completed the
Leisure Needs Survey in 2005 for a total of 92 installations and 50,651 respondents. The 92
installations included those from NERO (21), NWRO (10), SERO (13), SWRO (14), EURO
(20), KORO (9), and PARO (5).

MWR PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Respondents were asked to indicate their opinion on which seven of 25 standard Army
MWR facilities are most important to have on an Army installation. The table below presents the
seven “most important” facilities for all respondents and for each of the four patron groups for the
installations in your region.

MOST IMPORTANT MWR PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Active Duty: Spouses:
1) Fitness Center/Gym 1) Fitness Center/Gym
2) Army Lodging 2) Army Lodging
3) Library 3) Child Development Ctr.
4) Child Development Ctr. All Respondents: 4) Library
5) Athletic Fields 1) Fitness Center/Gym 5) Youth Center
6) Swimming Pool 2) Army Lodging 6) School Age Services
7) Youth Center 3) Child Development Ctr. 7) Swimming Pool
4) Library
Civilians: 5) Youth Center Retirees:
1) Fitness Center/Gym 6) Swimming Pool 1) Army Lodging
2) Army Lodging 7) Athletic Fields 2) Fitness Center/Gym
3) Child Development Ctr. 3) Library
4) Youth Center 4) Youth Center
5) Library 5) Child Development Ctr.
6) School Age Services 6) Swimming Pool
7) Swimming Pool 7) ITR Office

Executive Summary i 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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Respondents were asked to indicate all sources through which they hear about MWR
events and activities offered at their installation. The exhibit below presents the percentage for youl
region of respondents in each patron group who chose each source, as well as the total percentage
of respondents who chose each source (presented in the column marked “Total Cases”). Columns
will not sum to 100% because respondents could mark multiple sources. The sources are listed in
the order in which they appear in the Leisure Needs Survey.

SOURCES OF MWR INFORMATION

Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n=1160) (n=1211) (n=1821) (n=2020) (n=6212)
% % % % %
Internet 21% 19% 27% 13% 21%
E-mail 44% 23% 58% 17% 41%
Friends and Neighbors 31% 42% 25% 26% 30%
Family Readiness Groups (FRGS) 11% 23% 3% 2% 10%
Bulletin boards on post 43% 31% 35% 23% 37%
Post newspaper 51% 59% 45% 46% 49%
MWR publications 34% 31% 39% 24% 34%
Radio 5% 4% 8% 9% 6%
Television 6% 8% 4% 5% 5%
My child(ren) let(s) me know 6% 7% 2% 2% 4%
Other unit members or co-workers 33% 13% 28% 11% 25%
Unit or post commander or supervisor 17% 5% 6% 2% 10%
Marquees/billboards 25% 22% 23% 17% 22%
Flyers 39% 32% 42% 29% 37%
Other 6% 9% 5% 12% 7%
| never hear anything 5% 7% 4% 18% 7%

Executive Summary iii 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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Respondents were asked to indicate their usage of, overall satisfaction with, and perceived
quality of up to 25 standard MWR facilities and programs at their installation. In the exhibit
below, the usage rates for your region for each of the facilities and programs are presented, along
with the rating of overall satisfaction with a facility/program, and the average rating of the
facility's quality. Satisfaction ratings were based on a 5-point scale with 1 representing very low
satisfaction and 5 representing very high satisfaction. Quality ratings were based on a 5-point
scale with 1 representing very poor quality and 5 representing very good quality. The quality
ratings are the average of a respondent's quality rating for each facility's building, equipment, and
personnel. The satisfaction and quality ratings reflect the perceptions only of those respondents
who indicated that they used the facility. The facilities are presented in descending rank order of
percent usage. Please note that because all installations may not have all 25 standard installation
facilities, the usage rates and satisfaction and quality ratings below are based on the actual

number of users of each facility.

INSTALLATION FACILITY USAGE RATES, SATISFACTION RATINGS, AND
QUALITY RATINGS*

Usage Satisfaction Quality
Facility Rates Ratings Ratings
Fitness Center/Gym 58% 4.25 4.06
Car Wash 37% 3.99 3.81
Bowling Center 36% 4.24 4.08
Library 35% 4.25 4.20
Bowling Food & Beverage 35% 4.08 3.99
Swimming Pool 32% 4.15 4.01
Post Picnic Area 28% 4.13 3.91
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 26% 4.29 4.20
Outdoor Recreation Center 26% 4.28 4.10
Athletic Fields 26% 3.94 3.75
Golf Course Food & Beverage 21% 4.01 4.03
Golf Course 19% 4.20 4.15
Automotive Skills 17% 4.23 4.08
Arts & Crafts Center 16% 414 4.06
Golf Course Pro Shop 16% 4.15 4.16
Cabins & Campgrounds 15% 4.05 3.90
Army Lodging 15% 4.13 4.07
Recreation/Community Activity Center 15% 4.07 3.95
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 11% 3.80 3.66
Child Development Center 11% 4.17 4.22
Youth Center 10% 4.17 4.13
Marinas 8% 4.25 3.95
Bowling Pro Shop 7% 4.17 4.05
School Age Services 7% 4.22 4.05
BOSS 3% 4.05 3.94
*Facilities ordered from high to low by Usage Rates.
iv 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES

Respondents were given a comprehensive list of 91 leisure activities to indicate the extent of
their participation. These data are the primary measurement of each community's leisure preferences.
The table below presents the top ten activities for all respondents in your region, regardless of where
they participated: on post, off post, or at home.

TOP TEN LEISURE ACTIVITIES

Overall Participation

Activity %

Watching TV/DVDs 62%
Entertaining at home 61%
Internet applications 56%
Movie theaters 55%
Special family events 40%
Walking 39%
Gardening 38%
Beaches/lakes 34%
Festivals/events 32%
Cardio equipment 32%

Executive Summary \ 2005 NWRO LNS Report



3
2 ;

MAIN A 1
Toc . MWR ¢

The 91 leisure activities have been categorized into distinct areas that correspond to MWR
functions. The table below presents the top five leisure activities for all respondents in your region for
each of six categories. Also shown in this table are the percentages of respondents participating on post
and off post. The activities in each category are ranked by the percentage of on-post participation.

TOP LEISURE ACTIVITIES BY CATEGORY

Team Sports Activities

On Post
%
Basketball 10%
Softball 8%
Soccer 7%
Volleyball 6%
Touch/flag football 6%

Outdoor Recreation Activities

On Post
%
Picnicking 11%
Fishing 10%
Bicycle riding 6%
Beaches/lakes 5%
Hiking 4%

Social Activities

On Post
%
Entertainingat home 16%
Happy hour 9%
Special family events 7%
Dancing 4%
Night clubs/lounges 4%

Off Post
%
3%
5%
3%
3%
2%

Off Post
%
19%
19%
15%
29%
23%

Off Post
%
45%
19%
34%
21%
23%

Sports and Fitness Activities

On Post Off Post
% %
Cardio equipment 21% 11%
Weight training 19% 9%
Running/jogging 17% 8%
Walking 17% 23%
Bowling 16% 7%
Entertainment Activities
On Post Off Post
% %
Watching TV/DVDs 14% 48%
Movie theaters 7% 48%
Festivals/events 6% 26%
Sports events 4% 28%
Special entertainment 4% 14%
Special Interest Activities
On Post Off Post
% %
Internet applications 8% 3%
Auto detailing/washing 8% 10%
Auto repair 7% 8%
Picture framing 5% 1%
Digital photography 3% 5%

Executive Summary

Vi

2005 NWRO LNS Report



a2
MAIN A 1
Toc . MWR ¢

FEELING THAT THE ARMY CARES ABOUT ITS PEOPLE AS A RESULT OF MWR

In four survey questions, respondents were asked about the extent to which they feel that
Army Child and Youth Services (ACYS), Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS), Army
Community Service (ACS) and MWR programs and services demonstrate that the Army cares about
its people. Responses for active duty and spouses of active duty in your region are shown below.

MWR PROGRAM/SERVICE...

...GENERATES A POSITIVE* FEELING THAT ARMY
CARES ABOUT ITS PEOPLE.

ACTIVE DUTY

SPOUSES OF ACTIVE
DUTY

Army Child and Youth Services

Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers
Army Community Service

MWR Program and Services

86%
46%
58%
83%

85%
N/A
56%
85%

* Positive = moderate, great or very great extent

MWR DURING DEPLOYMENT

Active duty and spouses of active duty who experienced a deployment during the 12-month
period prior to taking the LNS were asked about the importance of access to MWR programs and
services during deployment. The data for your region are presented below.

IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS TO MWR DURING DEPLOYMENT

100% -

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% - 11%

0

0%
Active Duty

49%

15%

11%

34%
25%
16%

7z

Spouses

O Not Important Ed Slightly Important O Moderately Important B Important B Very Important

Executive Summary
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CAREER INTENTIONS

Active duty were asked about their intentions to make the military a career. Spouses of active
duty were asked about their desire for their sponsor to make the military a career. The exhibits below
present these data for your region.

Current Plans About Making the Military Your Career ACTIVE DUTY
Definitely will make military a career 57%
Probably will make military a career 17%
Undecided 12%
Probably will not make military a career 5%
Definitely will not make military a career 9%

Do You Want Your Spouse to Make the Military His/Her Career? SPOUSES OF ACTIVE

DUTY
Yes 73%
Not Sure 18%
No 9%

CONCLUSIONS

Through its MWR programs and services, the Army strives to meet the recreation and leisure
needs of each of the patron groups identified in this report. Because of the diversity of patron groups,
installations and available resources, this task can be extremely challenging. The information presented
in this summary is a starting point for identifying potential recreation and leisure opportunities and
priorities in your IMA. The remainder of the information contained in this report should be reviewed
and studied in detail to formulate MWR business plans, to identify specific leisure and recreation needs
and issues, and to enhance delivery of MWR services throughout your region.

Executive Summary viii 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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SECTION ONE
INTRODUCTION

THE 2005 ARMY LEISURE NEEDS SURVEY

The main products of the 2005 Leisure Needs Suiivie$s) are the comprehensive
installation reports of survey results. These repare standardized, automated, electronic
documents that provide information on the installsd’ responses to the Leisure Needs Survey.

Questions in the Leisure Needs Survey cover indafidind family background,
facilities use and perceived quality of MWR progsaamd facilities, leisure activity preferences
and participation, and perceptions of the impadtiamportance of MWR in enhancing the
quality of Army life. Each Installation Point of @tact (IPOC) assisted with the tailoring of the
survey instrument to accommodate installation sjpeissues.

The 2005 Leisure Needs Survey was conducted byp&akn ICF Consulting Company,
at 92 Army installations: 61 CONUS and 31 OCONWB&respondents had a choice of
completing the 16 page optically scanable papesiaeiof the LNS, or for the first time,
completing the LNS on the World Wide Web.

SURVEY SAMPLING AND ADMINISTRATION

Surveys were sent to four key patron groups at gethllation: active duty military,
spouses of active duty military, civilian employeasd retired military.Retirees and spouses
were not surveyed at OCONUS installations. Popriahformation collected by the Army
Community and Family Support Center (CFSC) fromhdastallation was sent to Caliber
from which to draw random samples for each of the patron groups.

To determine the total number of surveys that winadlistributed for each patron group,
the size of each patron group sample was adjustaddount for the historical average response
rate of 30% for the Leisure Needs Survey. If tHewdated number of surveys to be distributed
was larger than the installation population of rgnagroup, then the entire patron population
was surveyed. If the calculated number of surveysetdistributed was less than the installation
population, then Caliber selected a random sanapleh&t patron group. Random selection
increases the likelihood that a sample is represigatof a patron population at the installation.

Recommended survey distribution methods for eatcheofour patron groups were
outlined by Caliber in the Survey Implementationideusent to the 92 Army installations in
February of 2005. Hard copy surveys were distedub active duty and civilians at the
workplace by the IPOCs; retirees and spouses ofeagdtity members received hard copy
surveys by direct mail to their home addressesveysrwere distributed in April of 2005.

Introduction 1-2 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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Completed paper surveys from active duty and eindiwere collected by each IPOC and

returned to Caliber for optical scanning. Papeveys from spouses and retirees were

returned

directly to Caliber through Business Reply Mailr&ys completed via the Web were captured

and stored at Caliber through electronic submission

ACTIVE DUTY AND DA CIVILIAN SAMPLING: UNIQUE CONSIDERATIONS

Early in the 2005 LNS sample selection procedssame apparent that random
sampling of active duty members and DA civiliansudonot be practical for many installations.

Among the reasons were:

e A number of population mailing lists that Caliberceived from individual

installations were not useable due to incompletkess information,
preventing the selection of a random sample frogsdlpopulations.

e Several installations had units deployed in conoaatith Operation Iraqi
Freedom (OIF), resulting in the active duty popolad at these installations

being significantly reduced.

As a result of these situations, Caliber develogegtnate sampling plans for active duty
and DA civilians that attempted to maintain theresgntativeness of these samples for each
installation, while addressing the issues preseabede. The sampling solutions for these two

patron groups comprised the following components:

1. For installations with useable mailing lists, ahdttwanted to use those lists,

Caliber

drew random samples of respondents for active uhatybers and civilians from
those lists. Using this process, Caliber randoraipsled active duty Soldiers from

thirty-six installations, and randomly sampled Di#ilians from eighteen

installations. These installations are identifiedxhibit 1-1 below by the phrase

“By-Name Random” under the “Active Duty” and “Ciiah” headers.

2. For installations whose mailing lists were not le®r in instances where IPOCs
requested unaddressed survey packets, the follosv&tigbution methods were

employed for active duty members, and/or DA civifia

a. ActiveDuty. The surveys intended for active duty members wesided into
four groups: Junior Enlisted, Senior Enlisted, du@fficer, and Senior
Officer. The number selected for each group wapgn@mnal to the number
in the population of that group at the installatitOCs were instructed to
distribute the surveys labeled “Junior Enlistedetior Enlisted”, “Junior
Officer”, and “Senior Officer” to anyone in thatntagroup and to do this as
randomly as possible. These installations are ifieshtin Exhibit 1-1 by the

phrase “Rank Group” under the “Active Duty” header.

Introduction 1-3 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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b. DA Civilians. The requisite number of Survey Packets desigrated
civilians was prepared with a label of “Civilianh@ the installation name.
IPOCs were asked to distribute these survey paeketsig DA civilians as
randomly as possible. These installations are ifieshtin Exhibit 1-1 by the
phrase “Unlabeled” under the “Civilian” header.

It is assumed that the IPOCs distributed the suwasyinstructed for these two patron
groups in these unique situations.

Exhibit 1-1 shows the LNS sampling method usecdetorh patron group at each installation.

Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey | nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*

Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees

Europe
100th ASG-Grafenwoehr Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
221st BSB-Wiesbaden Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
222nd BSB-Baumholder By-Name Random Unlabeled N/A N/A
233rd BSB-Darmstadt Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
235th BSB-Ansbach Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
254th BSB-Schinnen Rank Group By-Name Random N/A N/A
279th BSB Bamberg Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
280th BSB Schweinfurt Rank Group By-Name Random N/A N/A
282nd BSB-Hohenfels Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
284th BSB-Giessen Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
293rd BSB-Mannheim By-Name Random Unlabeled N/A AN/
409th BSB-Vilseck Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
411th BSB-Heidelberg Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
414th BSB-Hanau Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
415th BSB-Kaiserslautern Rank Group Unlabeled N/A /AN
417th BSB-Kitzingen Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
80th ASG-SHAPE Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
Livorno Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
Stuttgart Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
Vicenza Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A

Introduction 1-4 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey | nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*
Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees
Korea
Busan By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Colbern By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Daegu By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Dongducheor By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Humphreys By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Uijongbu Eas By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Uijongbu Wes! By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Waegwar By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Yongsan By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Pacific
10th ASC--Torii Station By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Camp Zame By-Name Randol Unlabelet N/A N/A
Fort Richardsot Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Shafter/Schofield Barrac Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Wainwright Rank Grou; By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Northeast
Abderdeen Proving Grou Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Radorr
Carlisle Barrack: By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort A P Hill By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Belvoil Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Detrick Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Dix Rank Grou, Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Drum By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Eustis By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort George (Mead Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Hamiltor Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Lee By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Monmoutt By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-NameRandon
Fort Monroe By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Story By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Forts Myer/McNair Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
(Northeast Region continued on next page)
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Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey I nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*
Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees
(Northeast Region continued)
Natick R&D Centel By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Picatinny Arsen: Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Tobyhanna Army Dep Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Walter Reed Army Medical Cen Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Walervliet Arsene Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
West Point Military Academ By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Nor thwest
Dugway Proving Groun Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Carsor By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Leavenwort Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Leonard Woot By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Lewis Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort McCoy Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Riley By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Rock Island Arsene By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Tooele Army Depc Rank Goug Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
USAG Selfridgt Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Southeast
Anniston Army Depo By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Benning Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Bragg By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Buchana Rank Grou, Generit By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Campbel Rank Grou, By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Gordoil Rank Grou, Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Jackso Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Knox Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort McPhersa Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Rucker Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Hunter Army Airfielc Rank Grou, Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Redstone Arsen Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
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Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees
Southwest
Fort Bliss By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Irwin By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Poll Renk Groug Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Sam Housto By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Sill Rank Grou; By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
McAlester AAF Rank Grou, Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Radorr
Pine Bluff Arsena By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Presidio of Montere Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Red River Army Depa By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Sierra Army Depo By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
White Sands Missile Ran¢ By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Yuma Proving Grour Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol

* By-Name Random denotes surveys with labels addressing them tifgpiadividuals randomly sampled from
mailing lists provided by the IPOCs or the DefeMampower Data Center (DMDCIRank Group denotes labels
for one of four rank groups: Junior Enlisted, Seiiinlisted, Junior Officer, and Senior Officemlabeled denotes
surveys with only the word “Civilian” on the label.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RANDOM AND SELF-SELECTED SAMPLES

Toward the end of the original data collection pdyi31 March 2005 through 31 May
2005, LNS response rates had not reached the deangets. CFSC extended the administration
period to 17 June 2005 to allow IPOCs more timeaditect the surveys at their installations.

With the LNS responses remaining low at many ifetiahs on 17 June 2005, CFSC
once again extended the administration perioddol\32005. During this extension, the LNS
was made available via the Web to all members o ehthe patron populations at the 92
installations. An additional 3,311 respondents-selécted to complete the LNS during this
extension.

By making the Web survey available to all membérsazh of the patron groups, none
of the patron group samples is the result of panelom selection. Of concern is whether the
self-selected respondents differ in any substant@gls from those who did not self-select (i.e.,
those randomly selected). To determine any diffeeenthe participants who took the survey on
the web were partitioned into two groups: those a#ib-selected during the extension periods
and those who were randomly selected for the Irsianple. The two groups were examined for
any sizable differences in the following demographi
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Gender

Age

Education level
Racial/ethnic background
Marital status
Rank/grade.

The results of the comparisons showed no differebet¢ween the two groups in gender,
education level, marital status, or racial/ethrackground. The groups did differ in the
following two areas: age and status. The selfeseterespondents tend to be slightly younger:
39 years of age versus 42 years for randomly ssleeispondents, and as a result, also tend to be
in lower ranks/grades than the randomly selectsplamdents.

The self-selected respondents have higher propsrobactive duty and civilian than the
randomly selected samples as shown in Exhibit &i@via

Exhibit 1-2: Randomly Selected Ver sus Self-Selected L NS Samples
Selection Type Status
Active Duty Civilian Spouse Retiree
By-Name Randomly Selected 28.9% 32.7% 18.7% 19.7%
Self-Selected 43.4% 36.6% 9.8% 9.4%

This status difference likely reflects the emphassed by the IPOCs on getting more
active duty and civilians to take the LNS on thebMeéhen the survey was opened to all
members of each patron group.

The 3,311 self-selecting LNS respondents constapmoximately 6% of the total
number of hardcopy and Web survey respondents.uBeddis is such a small percentage of the
total respondents, even with differences in agesaaidis, it was concluded that the self-selected
sample is not different enough to impact the pagaup samples for the 2005 LNS.
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RESPONSE RATES

The number of surveys distributed, response raté€anfidence intervals for each of the
patron groups surveyed at the installations in y®& region are presented below in Exhibit
1-3.

Exhibit 1-3: IMA-NWRO L NS Response Rates and Confidence I ntervals
Patron IMA Desired Surveys Surveys Response Confidence
Group Population Sample Distributed Returned Rate Interval

Active Duty 101235 2671 8902 1212 13.61% 2.809
Spouses 28647 2435 8115 1253 15.44% 2.71%
Civilians 40577 2646 8821 1930 21.88% 2.18%
Retirees 35722 2486 8285 2266 27.35% 1.99%
Total 206181 10237 34123 6661 19.52% 1.18%

The first column in the exhibit lists the patrogps surveyed at the region. The second
column presents the population count at the refioeach of these patron groups. The active
duty and civilian population counts were providgdie IPOCs at the beginning of the 2005
LNS. The spouse and retiree population counts dereed from information provided by the
Defense Manpower Data Center. The third colubwsred Sample, lists the number of
completed surveys needed to achieve the desiredt88#confidence interval for each patron
group. The fourth columrgurveys Distributed, lists the number of surveys that were
distributed in order to achieve the desired saniie. number oSurveys Distributed takes
into account the historical average LNS responseaf30%. Distributing about three times as
many surveys as the desired sample facilitate®aiciy the desired final sample for each patron
group.

The fifth column,Surveys Returned, shows the number of surveys received from each
patron group at the installation. The total numiifesurveys returned may exceed the sum of the
four patron group samples if any respondents fadeiddicate their patron group status on the
survey. The sixth columiResponse Rate, is based on the number&irveys Returned divided
by the number oBurveys Distributed. Low response rates, such as those less than 20%,
increase the chances that one or more subgrougpséde.active duty rank, a civilian grade) may
be under- or over-represented in the sample. fDatapatron groups with low response rates
should be interpreted with caution.

Finally, the seventh columonfidence Interval, presents the interval for a sample
response to an answered question within which wdileely to find the true population response
with a 95% degree of reliability.
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PATRON GROUP SAMPLES AND CONFIDENCE IN THE DATA

Assume you obtained@esired Sample size of 300 survey returns for your active duty
patron group. Of the 300 active duty who respon8@&p said that they used the gym in the last
year. TheConfidence Interval tells us that there is a 95% +5% chance thatdta tproportion
of active duty members who used the gym last yebetween 47% and 57% (i.e., 5% below
52% and 5% above 52%). If tRepulation were 1,350 active duty, then we can be 95%
confident that between 634 and 770 used the gynyédas.

For the common uses of these survey data by MWRageas, even samples with large
Confidence Intervals (e.g., £ 15%) are sufficient to detect medium si#kerences in the data.
For example, assume 58% of the active duty sammule28% of the civilian sample stated that
they used the gym. Also assume @anfidence Interval for active duty is £15%, and £10% for
civilians. The trudPopulation usage percentage for active duty would be betw8é&th and 73%,
while for civilians it would be between 19% and 398nce there is a 95% probability that the
active duty percentage is above 43% and a 95% bildpahat the civilian percentage is below
39%, then you can confidently say that a highecgaiage of the active duBppulation than of
the civilianPopulation used the gym last year.

When reviewing your findings, you should take twimgs into consideration. First,
consider the confidence intervals for each patroug, which will help you assess the degree of
variability in responses for each group; secondsicter the response rate for each patron group,
which will help you assess the representativentsegatron group sample (e.g., in rank
distribution, gender distribution).

WEIGHTING METHODOLOGY

In this report, overall findings (i.e., resultstineflect the sum of all patron groups) are
weighted by patron group to make them represemtativach of the patron groups at each
installation. The purpose of weighting data by patgroup is to ensure that each group is
represented in this report in the same proport®m @xists in each installation’s total population
For example, if civilians represent 25% of the dapan but only 10% of the survey
respondents, then the civilian survey responseadusted (weighted) up to 25% to ensure that
their contribution to the Leisure Needs Survey dateurately reflects their proportion of the
population. It is important to note that weightimgpatron group does NOT change the response
percentages presented for each individual patrongrbut it does change the relative
contribution of each patron group to the total grofirespondents (seen in exhibits which
present ‘Total’ columns).

Caution should be used when interpreting dataateatveighted. Weighting does not
adjust the extent to which data obtained from &iqdar patron group actually represent the
individuals in that population. Thus, if the data &ny patron group are not representative of that
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patron group (e.g., in terms of rank, gender, gttee) total weighted data will not accurately
represent the total population for that group.

INTERPRETING YOUR DATA

Data presented in this report come from the 2008yAMWR Leisure Needs Survey.
The data have been "cleaned" to minimize erroneggonses, such as two responses where
only one is acceptable. Except for minor editsdati presented are complete and represent the
responses contained within the surveys from easthllation in your region. All results are
presented in exhibits with accompanying text. Galnguidelines for understanding all exhibits
are presented in this introduction. The followingits will be discussed to assist in data
interpretation:

. Group presentation
) Missing data

. Zero responses

o Limitations.

Group Presentation. The majority of exhibits in this report presentaltdr each of the
patron groups separately and for the sum of regsoasross groups. This method of
presentation allows comparability across exhibiid provides the most effective means of
targeting the critical segments of your populationsome instances, you will find that the data
are presented for subgroups within a patron gradpraonly one patron group. The reason for
presenting subgroup breakouts is to enhance tHaretpry power of the data. Individual
patron group responses are unweighted; ‘Total Casesveighted to reflect each installation’s
population proportions. ‘Total Cases’ may not at&vadd to 100% due to rounding.

Missing Data. Exhibits provide information on all persons respiog to the question or
guestions presented in the exhibit. For examplenaespondents did not complete the question
on patron group status, we are unable to providie tlata. When respondents did not answer a
particular question (outside of intentionally skeplbquestions built into the survey) the data are
considered missing. Thus, overall totals will diftlyy question and by exhibit depending on how
many people answered each question.

Zero Responses. A zero value in an exhibit usually means that repoadents chose that
particular option for the question or questionsspreed in the exhibit. For example, there may
be no (zero) respondents who fall into the “<21rgedd” age category. A zero, however, can
also denote that a particular option is invalidisT¥tenario is true, for example, for retirees in
this age category because it is not feasible fimees to be less than 21 years of age.
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Limitations. It is important to remember that exhibits providedhis report include only
descriptive statistics. No inferential statistice presented, meaning that claims of statistical
significance cannot be made. However, you haveppertunity to calculate inferential
statistics, if you desire, because you have the skt with all the data for each installation in
your IMA region, and for the IMA region as a whole.

OUTLINE OF IMA REGION REPORT

This report comprises four sections, including thtsoduction, that provide data useful
to Headquarters staff, MWR program staff, marketiirgctors and installation leaders.
Following are the remaining three sections of #ymort:

o Overview Report
o MWR Facility Analysis
o MWR Activity Analysis.

Brief summaries of each of these sections follow.

Overview Report. The second section of the region report providesnbst
comprehensive portrayal of survey results. Theselteare reported according to the LNS
Conceptual Framework, explained in the introductmthat section. Included in this section are
demographics and behavioral and attitudinal dathesrelate to leisure activities and MWR
programs and services. The overview presentgpamdent profile, ranking of activity
preferences by patron group and by activity gr@uma, an in-depth presentation of quality ratings
for MWR programs and services.

MWR Facility Analysis. This section provides detailed information on elslShR
facility included in the survey. The main comporseot this section include (1) for each standard
installation facility, rankings of installations the region by usage rates, satisfaction ratings, a
quality ratings; (2) a facility evaluation workshéer each standard installation facility
providing information on usage, satisfaction, andldy by patron group; and (3) a customer
profile worksheet for each standard installatiosility providing a demographic overview of
those respondents who used the facility.

MWR Activity Analysis. This section provides detailed information on gisure
activity preferences and participation rates foagety of patron demographic groups for each
leisure activity included in the survey.

At the front of the report is dBxecutive Summary that provides an abbreviated
presentation of your patrons’ needs for and satisfa with MWR facilities and their
perceptions of the quality of the MWR facilitiesyiaur IMA region. The executive summary
details the impact of MWR programs and servicethemuality of Army life. Also included in
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this summary is a list of top leisure activitiesnhich respondents participate, and information
on the use of MWR programs and services duringoyepnt.

A SUGGESTED PLAN OF ACTION

The amount of data presented in this report reguirat you devise a plan for
interpreting, integrating, and using the informateffectively. Taking the following steps may
help you in the application of your data to progrmhancements.

. Review thereport carefully. The Executive Summary and Overview Report,

should be reviewed in depth as they contain keyit®eand detailed information
on your programs. The third and fourth sectionsctvisontain detailed
information on MWR facilities and activities, wite most beneficial to program
managers.

Identify the significant findings from reviewing the data. Significant findings

are those about facilities and programs that apsitant to you and to the IMA.

You should try to isolate those findings that yan affect by incorporating
actions into an action plan. For example, some gbsumay be warranted in
situations where program quality ratings are beda@rage or inadequate, or
where the users’ satisfaction with program staléss than expected.

. Supplement the aggregate IM A resultswith individual installation findings.

This report contains aggregated information frohsalveyed installations in
your IMA region. Any interpretation of the dateositd be viewed with the
inherent variance among installations in mind. €egdly when analyzing data
included in the MWR Facility Analysis and MWR Acitly Analysis worksheets
(Sections 3 and 4, respectively), take into comsititen the unique characteristics
of your IMA because aggregation of data masks sostallation-specific
characteristics that may be important when compasigire made.

. Develop a short list of action items. For each finding that you identify and want

to act on, prepare a “goal statement” that specthe outcome you wish to affect,
specify the target population, state the ratioratel list any additional
information you may need to inform the action plaar example, you may have:

A goal statement: Increase the participation in BOSS programs

A target population: Single Soldiers

A rationale: Participation in, and satisfaction with BOSS peogs is low
Any additional information needed: Main barriers to participation

I dentify those aspects of the program that need to be changed. This will help

you focus on the elements of a program or offetntity that you have the

Introduction
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power to influence. Continuing with the BOSS examybu may identify the
following:

Make the BOSS activities more engaging for singlieli®rs by increasing
offerings based on the activities single Soldids {o participate in as
found in the LNS results.

6. Integrate corresponding program information with the survey results. The
findings that led you to make a program modificatoie addition should be
viewed in conjunction with available MWR progranpirt from comment cards,
customer satisfaction feedback, program evaluatiogsis groups, personal
observations, and program history and background.

7. Construct an Action Plan. At this point, you have all the information youede
to construct an action plan.

8. Execute Your Action Plan. An action plan has no impact unless it is put into
action.
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SECTION TWO: LNSOVERVIEW REPORT
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SECTION TWO
LNS OVERVIEW REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The Leisure Needs Survey (LNS) assesses the uwswldfatisfaction with MWR programs,
facilities, and leisure activities for four patrgroups who use those programs and services: i
duty Soldiers, spouses of active duty Soldier&ees, and DA civilians. For the 2005 iteration of
the Survey, a conceptual framework was developeth®LNS Overview Report to meet two
objectives:

o ldentify a set of organizing principles to assisthe presentation of the exhibits in this
section

e Provide a foundation for thinking about future @gons of the Leisure Needs Survey
using programmatic constructs.

The conceptual framework for the 2005 LNS emphasize major program areas: MWR
Programs and Facilities, Army Community ServicdsildCand Youth Services, Better
Opportunities for Single Soldiers, and Leisure ®itieés. For each program area, the LNS asked
the following types of questions:

¢ MWR Programs and Facilities. Questions on the frequency of use of the program
facility, satisfaction with the program or faciljitthe quality of the personnel associated
with the program or facility, the quality of thetegment or furnishings of the program
or facility, the seven most important and the sdeast important MWR programs and
facilities to have on an installation, experiennd aatisfaction with golf, bowling, and
leisure travel services, and the overall qualitjoofd and beverage services.

e Army Community Service (ACS). Questions on the awareness of and usage of ACS
programs, the extent to which ACS programs havéipesmpacts on various aspects
the respondent’s life and family, and any conceespondents may have about using
ACS.

¢ Child and Youth Services (CYS) Questions on the types of childcare desired, the
desired programs oriented toward children and yard the extent to which CYS
contributes to positive impacts on the life, camms family of the respondent.

¢ Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS)Questions on the degree of program
participation, and the extent to which BOSS posltivmpacts respondents’ lives.

e Leisure Activities: Questions on the level of participation in varideisure activities,
and whether those activities are engaged in anhstallation, off post, or at home.
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The six subsections of the IMA Overview Report urtg

MWR Programs and Facilities: This section presents quality and satisfactioa fiat
MWR facilities and programs, along with detailedadan golf, bowling, leisure travel,
food and beverage, and entertainment. It includfgsmation on MWR programs and
facilities' effects on respondents’ quality of lifespondents' sources of MWR
information, and respondents’ use of MWR progranusfacilities during deployment.

Army Community Service (ACS): This section presents results on the awareness and
perceived benefit of ACS programs, along with aatdhe impact of ACS programs and
respondents' concerns about using ACS programs.

Child and Youth Services (CYS):This section presents a family profile of resporide
and data on respondents' use of and preferencekifdrcare. It also presents data on
positive impacts of Army CYS.

Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS)This section presents data on chain
of command support for the BOSS program, infornmatin BOSS patrticipants, and the
impact of BOSS on single Soldiers' lives.

Leisure Activities: This section presents respondents' participatideisure activities
by frequency and location across all patron groups.

This section should be used as a starting poirdétermining general issues and trends in your
population; it will also help guide you in examigiresults in the remainder of the report. Used in
conjunction with the MWR Facility Analysis (found Bection Three) and the MWR Activity
Analysis (found in Section Four), you will be albegain greater insight into the successes and
needed enhancements in MWR programs and servig@slirregion.
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Satisfaction with Post Recreation Programs and Faltiies

Exhibit 2-1 shows the percentage of all resiemts within the region who feel very satisfied,
somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisckomewhat dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied
with the standard MWR programs/facilities availaaleheir installation. Only those respondents
who indicated that they had used the program/fagliovided ratings of satisfaction. The
programs and facilities are listed in descendirgpby their mean score rating. The mean score is
based on a 5-point scale where 1 = very dissalisiiel 5 = very satisfied. Note that the total siser
will differ by program/facility as only those regpients who said they had used the program/fa
rated their satisfaction with it.

Exhibit 2-1
Satisfaction with Post Recreation Programs/Facilies - All Respondents
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Neither
Very Somewhat Satisfied Nor Somewhat Very Total Mean
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Diss#&f Users Score
% % % % % n Rating
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 49% 37% 10% 4% 1% 1411 4.29
Outdoor Recreation Center 49% 35% 12% 2% 2% 1027 4.28
Library 49% 35% 12% 3% 2% 1252 4.25
Marinas 46% 38% 11% 4% 1% 158 4.25
Fitness Center/Gym 46% 39% 8% 5% 2% 2497 4.25
Bowling Center 43% 43% 10% 2% 2% 1650 4.24
Automotive Skills 48% 34% 12% 4% 2% 614 4.23
School Age Services 52% 31% 7% 4% 6% 287 4.22
Golf Course 46% 40% 6% 4% 4% 838 4.20
Youth Center 45% 38% 10% 4% 3% 503 4.17
Child Development Center 47% 36% 8% 7% 3% 534 4.17
Bowling Pro Shop 45% 32% 18% 3% 1% 308 4.17
Golf Course Pro Shop 43% 39% 12% 5% 2% 682 4.15
Swimming Pool 40% 41% 13% 4% 1% 1164 4.15
Arts & Crafts Center 42% 37% 15% 4% 1% 817 4.14
Army Lodging 45% 35% 10% 7% 3% 706 4.13
Post Picnic Area 39% 41% 15% 4% 1% 1415 4.13
Bowling Food & Beverage 36% 44% 13% 5% 2% 1547 4.08
Recreation/Community Activity Center 34% 42% 20% 2% 1% 557 4.07
Cabins & Campgrounds 39% 37% 16% 5% 3% 374 4.05
BOSS 42% 28% 26% 4% 1% 121 4.05
Golf Course Food & Beverage 36% 42% 11% 8% 3% 920 4.01
Car Wash 39% 36% 13% 8% 4% 1278 3.99
Athletic Fields 30% 45% 17% 6% 3% 1033 3.94
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 30% 34% 26% 6% 4% 358 3.80

Overview Report 2-5 2005 NWRO LNS Report



SECTION |

TOC & %“
MAIN MR
TOC e e et

*y

MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities

The next series of exhibits provides the iguehtings given by respondents for various
aspects of the region's recreation programs/feslitExhibits 2-2 through 2-4 provide this
information for all respondents and Exhibits 2-Botigh 2-7 provide this information for
active duty respondents. The 25 standard ing@ll&MWR programs/facilities are presented
in these exhibit:

Respondents were asked to rate the overalitgof the building/facility/space of each
MWR recreational program/facility they had usedlfbx 2-2). The facilities are listed in
descending order by their mean score rating. Té@&mnscore is based on a 5-point scale where
1 = very poor and 5 = very good. Only those redgpois who said they had used the facility
rated its quality so total cases will differ by ifdg.

Exhibit 2-2
Quality of Recreation Building/Facility/Space - AllRespondent
(Survey Questions 16 and .

Very Adequate Very Total Mean

Gooc Gooc OK Pool Pool Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Child Development Center 46% 37% 14% 3% 1% 535 4.25
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 41% 37% 19% 2% 1% 1387 4.17
Library 44% 34% 18% 4% 1% 1235 4.16
Golf Course 42% 40% 14% 3% 2% 817 4.16
Golf Course Pro Shop 40% 39% 17% 3% 1% 672 4.15
Youth Center 41% 36% 20% 2% 1% 494 4.14
Bowling Center 37% 41% 18% 2% 1% 1640 411
Automotive Skills 37% 38% 19% 5% 0% 603 4.07
Fitness Center/Gym 39% 36% 19% 4% 1% 2491 4.07
Golf Course Food & Beverage 35% 39% 20% 6% 1% 907 4.02
Outdoor Recreation Center 37% 37% 19% 5% 2% 1012 4.02
Army Lodging 40% 33% 19% 6% 2% 698 4.02
Bowling Pro Shop 38% 31% 24% 6% 0% 307 4.01
Swimming Pool 34% 39% 21% 4% 1% 1158 4.00
Bowling Food & Beverage 32% 42% 21% 4% 1% 1532 4.00
Arts & Crafts Center 33% 38% 24% 3% 1% 811 3.98
BOSS 35% 32% 29% 2% 2% 107 3.96
School Age Services 43% 25% 20% 6% 6% 288 3.94
Post Picnic Area 30% 39% 24% 5% 2% 1380 3.92
Recreation/Community Activity Center 27% 41% 28% 2% 2% 549 3.89
Cabins & Campgrounds 33% 32% 26% 6% 3% 370 3.86
Marinas 27% 39% 26% 7% 0% 159 3.85
Car Wash 33% 32% 24% 6% 5% 1264 3.84
Athletic Fields 24% 40% 26% 8% 3% 982 3.76
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 23% 31% 35% 6% 5% 352 3.61
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-3 shows respondents' ratings ofghality of the equipment and furnishings at
each MWR facility listed below. MWR facilities aranked by their mean score rating, which
is shown in the last column on the right and iseldasn a 5-point scale. Only those
respondents who used each program/facility ratedjtiality of equipment and furnishings.

Exhibit 2-3
Quality of Recreation Equipment/Furnishings - All Respondents
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean

Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Child Development Center 40% 41% 16% 1% 1% 532 4.17
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 40% 38% 20% 1% 1% 1348 4.15
Library 40% 35% 21% 2% 1% 1222 411
Golf Course Pro Shop 36% 42% 18% 2% 1% 672 411
Golf Course 36% 43% 17% 2% 2% 808 4.10
Youth Center 36% 39% 21% 3% 1% 493 4.06
Automotive Skills 37% 37% 20% 5% 1% 597 4.04
Bowling Center 33% 41% 22% 2% 1% 1634 4.03
Outdoor Recreation Center 37% 39% 18% 5% 2% 1006 4.02
Fitness Center/Gym 37% 36% 20% 5% 2% 2481 4.02
Army Lodging 39% 32% 22% 6% 1% 693 4.01
School Age Services 41% 31% 20% 3% 5% 288 4.01
Swimming Pool 34% 38% 23% 4% 1% 1141 4.00
Bowling Food & Beverage 30% 42% 23% 3% 1% 1517 3.97
Golf Course Food & Beverage 31% 40% 24% 4% 1% 908 3.95
Bowling Pro Shop 33% 35% 27% 4% 1% 304 3.95
Arts & Crafts Center 30% 42% 21% 6% 1% 796 3.94
Recreation/Community Activity Center 27% 39% 30% 3% 1% 544 3.89
Post Picnic Area 29% 37% 26% 6% 2% 1364 3.85
BOSS 31% 30% 34% 3% 3% 106 3.84
Cabins & Campgrounds 28% 38% 26% 7% 3% 358 3.81
Marinas 28% 34% 27% 10% 0% 154 3.80
Car Wash 33% 30% 24% 8% 5% 1250 3.78
Athletic Fields 24% 38% 29% 8% 2% 919 3.73
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 23% 29% 37% 7% 4% 350 3.59
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-4 shows respondents’ ratings ofghality of each MWR program/facility
personnel. MWR program/facility personnel are exhky their mean score rating, which is
shown in the last column on the right and is based 5-point scale. Only those respondents
who used each program/facility rated the qualityhef personnel.

Exhibit 2-4
Quality of Recreation Personnel - All Respondents
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean

Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Library 48% 37% 13% 1% 1% 1227 4.31
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 50% 34% 12% 2% 2% 1398 4.29
Arts & Crafts Center 47% 37% 14% 1% 1% 805 4.28
Outdoor Recreation Center 48% 35% 14% 2% 1% 1008 4.26
Golf Course Pro Shop 45% 40% 11% 2% 2% 678 4.23
Child Development Center 52% 27% 16% 4% 2% 533 4.22
School Age Services 54% 25% 14% 4% 4% 287 4.22
Golf Course 43% 40% 13% 2% 2% 829 4.20
Bowling Pro Shop A47% 29% 21% 2% 1% 309 4.19
Army Lodging 46% 33% 15% 5% 1% 694 4.18
Marinas 45% 31% 19% 4% 0% 159 4.17
Youth Center 44% 37% 13% 4% 2% 501 4.17
Automotive Skills 44% 33% 18% 2% 2% 602 4.14
Recreation/Community Activity Center 37% 38% 23% 2% 0% 543 411
Golf Course Food & Beverage 38% 41% 18% 2% 2% 913 411
Fitness Center/Gym 38% 39% 19% 4% 1% 2480 4.09
Bowling Center 39% 38% 18% 3% 2% 1642 4.09
BOSS 41% 31% 25% 2% 2% 122 4.07
Swimming Pool 34% 41% 21% 3% 2% 1143 4.03
Post Picnic Area 35% 37% 25% 2% 1% 1086 4.03
Bowling Food & Beverage 34% 41% 18% 4% 2% 1534 4.02
Cabins & Campgrounds 34% 42% 19% 3% 3% 363 4.01
Car Wash 35% 34% 26% 3% 2% 992 3.98
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 30% 32% 33% 3% 2% 299 3.85
Athletic Fields 25% 42% 27% 4% 3% 847 3.82

Overview Report 2-8 2005 NWRO LNS Report



SECTION |
TOC £ :
MAIN L MR §
TOC T et

MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-5 shows the ratings given by activgy respondents for the quality of the
building/facility/space of each MWR program/fagilitThe programs/facilities are displayec
descending order of their mean score rating, wisichisplayed in the last column on the right
and is based on a 5-point scale. Note that owlyelactive duty respondents who used each
program/facility rated the quality of the buildifegility/space.

Exhibit 2-5
Quality of Recreation Building/Facility/Space - Actve Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score
% % % % % n Rating
Child Development Center 45% 37% 15% 2% 1% 161 4.23
Library 41% 35% 19% 4% 1% 324 4.10
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 38% 35% 23% 2% 1% 260 4.07
Golf Course 38% 40% 16% 4% 2% 232 4.07
Youth Center 37% 34% 26% 1% 1% 140 4.05
Bowling Center 34% 42% 20% 3% 1% 437 4.04
Golf Course Pro Shop 34% 42% 18% 5% 1% 177 4.04
Fitness Center/Gym 35% 37% 20% 5% 2% 891 3.99
Swimming Pool 32% 41% 22% 4% 1% 387 3.98
Army Lodging 38% 34% 19% 7% 3% 254 3.98
BOSS 33% 33% 28% 3% 3% 39 3.92
Automotive Skills 30% 40% 22% 8% 0% 153 3.92
Bowling Food & Beverage 30% 40% 23% 6% 1% 391 3.91
Golf Course Food & Beverage 30% 40% 21% 9% 0% 217 3.90
Bowling Pro Shop 35% 28% 28% 10% 0% 69 3.87
Marinas 24% 45% 24% 7% 0% 42 3.86
School Age Services 39% 23% 26% 5% 7% 82 3.82
Outdoor Recreation Center 30% 35% 25% 6% 4% 218 3.82
Arts & Crafts Center 24% 39% 32% 4% 2% 190 3.80
Post Picnic Area 24% 40% 27% 6% 2% 330 3.78
Recreation/Community Activity Center 22% 43% 29% 3% 3% 156 3.77
Athletic Fields 24% 41% 25% 8% 3% 464 3.75
Cabins & Campgrounds 26% 37% 28% 7% 3% 98 3.74
Car Wash 27% 32% 29% 6% 6% 332 3.67
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 20% 33% 34% 6% 6% 171 3.56
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-6 shows active duty respondent#gs of the quality of the equipment and
furnishings at each MWR program/facility listed @&l MWR programs/facilities are ranked
by their mean score rating, which is displayechim last column on the right and is based on a
5-point scale. Only those active duty respondetis used each program/facility rated the
quality of its equipment and furnishings.

Exhibit 2-6
Quality of Recreation Equipment/Furnishings - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score
% % % % % n Rating
Child Development Center 36% 42% 19% 1% 1% 159 411
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 38% 36% 24% 2% 1% 255 4.09
Library 38% 36% 23% 2% 1% 320 4.08
Golf Course 32% 44% 19% 3% 2% 234 4.01
Golf Course Pro Shop 31% 45% 19% 3% 2% 176 3.99
Youth Center 33% 35% 29% 1% 1% 139 3.98
Bowling Center 31% 40% 25% 2% 1% 434 3.98
Army Lodging 36% 32% 24% 6% 1% 253 3.97
Swimming Pool 32% 38% 23% 5% 1% 383 3.94
Fitness Center/Gym 31% 38% 21% 7% 3% 889 3.89
Bowling Food & Beverage 28% 41% 26% 4% 2% 391 3.89
Automotive Skills 31% 37% 24% 7% 2% 156 3.87
Bowling Pro Shop 30% 31% 33% 6% 0% 70 3.86
School Age Services 37% 28% 25% 2% 7% 81 3.85
Golf Course Food & Beverage 26% 40% 27% 6% 1% 220 3.82
Outdoor Recreation Center 29% 37% 24% 7% 3% 215 3.81
BOSS 33% 23% 36% 5% 3% 39 3.79
Recreation/Community Activity Center 21% 41% 32% 4% 2% 153 3.75
Athletic Fields 23% 39% 28% 7% 3% 433 3.73
Arts & Crafts Center 20% 42% 31% 6% 2% 186 3.73
Post Picnic Area 24% 36% 31% 7% 2% 321 3.72
Marinas 21% 36% 36% 8% 0% 39 3.69
Cabins & Campgrounds 20% 39% 32% 7% 2% 95 3.67
Car Wash 27% 29% 28% 9% 6% 328 3.63
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 21% 30% 37% 7% 5% 171 3.54
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-7 shows active duty respondent#gs of the quality of personnel at each M
program/facility listed below. MWR programs/fatiis are ranked by their mean score rating,
which is displayed in the last column on the rightl is based on a 5-point scale. Only those
active duty respondents who used each programifa@ted the quality of its personnel.

Exhibit 2-7
Quality of Recreation Personnel - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score
% % % % % n Rating
Library 45% 37% 17% 1% 0% 323 4.26
School Age Services 55% 25% 11% 5% 4% 80 4.23
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 46% 37% 13% 2% 2% 262 4.22
Child Development Center 50% 28% 16% 4% 3% 160 4.18
Golf Course 42% 40% 13% 3% 3% 238 4.16
Army Lodging 44% 35% 15% 5% 1% 252 4.16
Bowling Pro Shop 43% 31% 24% 1% 0% 70 4.16
Golf Course Pro Shop 42% 41% 10% 3% 4% 178 414
BOSS 45% 27% 25% 0% 2% 44 4.14
Marinas 43% 31% 21% 5% 0% 42 4.12
Arts & Crafts Center 38% 41% 18% 3% 1% 188 4.12
Outdoor Recreation Center 40% 36% 20% 1% 2% 215 411
Youth Center 40% 38% 17% 3% 2% 139 4.10
Golf Course Food & Beverage 37% 43% 15% 2% 3% 221 4.09
Bowling Center 39% 37% 20% 3% 2% 438 4.08
Fitness Center/Gym 34% 41% 20% 4% 1% 884 4.02
Automotive Skills 38% 33% 22% 4% 3% 156 4.01
Swimming Pool 32% 42% 20% 3% 2% 382 4.00
Recreation/Community Activity Center 30% 41% 27% 2% 0% 153 3.99
Bowling Food & Beverage 31% 40% 22% 4% 3% 395 3.94
Post Picnic Area 30% 38% 26% 4% 1% 253 3.92
Car Wash 31% 34% 30% 3% 2% 244 3.89
Cabins & Campgrounds 24% 47% 24% 2% 3% 96 3.86
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 28% 34% 32% 4% 2% 148 3.82
Athletic Fields 23% 43% 26% 5% 3% 389 3.78
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Exhibit 2-8 displays the overall quality regs given for each standard MWR program/facility
by all survey respondents and active duty respasdsaparately. Facilities are listed in
descending order based on the overall quality mean.

Exhibit 2-8

Mean Overall Quality Ratings of Recreation Facilites - All Respondents and Active Duty

(Survey Questions 16 and .

All Respondents

Active Duty Respondents

Total Users Overall Quality Total Users Overall Quality

n Mean n Mean
Child Development Center 537 4.22 161 4.18
Library 1248 4.20 327 4.15
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 1412 4.20 265 412
Golf Course Pro Shop 682 4.16 178 4.06
Golf Course 839 4.15 239 4.09
Youth Center 505 4.13 142 4.05
Outdoor Recreation Center 1027 4.10 219 3.91
Automotive Skills 616 4.08 158 3.94
Bowling Center 1662 4.08 442 4.03
Army Lodging 703 4.07 255 4.03
Arts & Crafts Center 816 4.06 190 3.88
Fitness Center/Gym 2502 4.06 896 3.97
Bowling Pro Shop 316 4.05 72 3.98
School Age Services 291 4.05 83 3.96
Golf Course Food & Beverage 925 4.03 222 3.93
Swimming Pool 1170 4.01 391 3.97
Bowling Food & Beverage 1555 3.99 397 3.91
Recreation/Community Activity Center 558 3.95 158 3.84
Marinas 162 3.95 43 3.91
BOSS 123 3.94 44 3.96
Post Picnic Area 1410 3.91 334 3.79
Cabins & Campgrounds 376 3.90 99 3.78
Car Wash 1283 3.81 337 3.66
Athletic Fields 1007 3.75 474 3.74
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 357 3.66 172 3.62
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MWR Golf Quality and Satisfaction Information

Exhibit 2-9 displays the mean quality ands$action ratings for the Golf Courses, the Golf
Course Pro Shops, and Golf Course Food and Bev&ayces at the installations within the
region for each patron group. The mean scoressdan a 5-point scale where 1 = very poor and
5 = very good. Only those respondents who saiglhlael used the facility rated its quality and
satisfaction.

Exhibit 2-9
Users' Ratings of Quality of and Satisfaction wittMWR Golf Facilities
(Survey Question 17)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Users
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Golf Course

Satisfaction 4.14 4.23 4.32 4.25 4.20

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 4.07 411 4.27 4.27 4.16

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 4.01 4.06 4.24 4.15 4.10

Quality of Personnel 4.16 4.17 4.26 4.26 4.20
Golf Course Pro Shop

Satisfaction 4.06 4.15 431 4.18 4.15

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 4.04 4.05 4.29 4.21 4.15

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.99 4.08 4.23 4.17 411

Quality of Personnel 414 4.21 4.26 4.20 4.23
Golf Course Food and Beverage

Satisfaction 3.99 3.95 4.11 4.13 4.01

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 3.90 3.99 4.16 4.20 4.02

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.82 3.91 4.08 4.16 3.95

Quality of Personnel 4.09 411 4.09 4.15 411
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GOLF

Fees, Equipment Purchase, and Satisfaction Informain

Survey respondents were asked to indicaterhoeh they typically spend on green fees when
golfing off post and where they prefer to purchgsk equipment. Exhibit 2-10 shows preferen
for each patron group and for the sum of all pagmups. The last column, "Total Cases,"
provides both the sum of respondents and the petakent of responses across all patron groups.

Exhibit 2-10
Typical Golfing Costs and Purchasing Preferences
(Survey Questions 28 and 29)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians

Retirees Total Cases

Off-post green fees: (n =1145) (n=1198) (n =1820) (n=2072) (n=6235)

| don't golf 70% 86% 77% 76% 75%
| golf, but don't pay for green fees off post 7% 5% 3% 2% 5%
Less than $20.00 5% 3% 8% 7% 6%
$20.00-$35.99 14% 1% 11% 11% 11%
$36.00-$50.99 3% 2% 1% 3% 2%
$51.00 or more 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%

Golf equipment purchasing preferences:
Most Preferred (n=319) (n=154) (n=392) (n=466) (n=1331)

MWR Pro Shop
AAFES

Golf Discount Store
Internet

Other

Least Preferred
MWR Pro Shop
AAFES

Golf Discount Store
Internet

Other

13%
13%
46%
19%
8%

(n=318)
30%
31%

3%
32%
4%

10%
17%
49%
14%
11%

(n=157)
17%
25%

6%
46%
4%

12%
6%

62%

12%
8%

(n=373)

17%
27%
4%
49%
3%

22%
13%
52%
8%
6%

(n = 446)

13%
20%
5%
58%
4%

15%
11%
52%
15%
8%

(n =1294)
22%
27%

4%
42%
4%
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BOWLING
MWR Bowling Quality and Satisfaction Information

Exhibit 2-11 displays the mean quality aatistaction ratings for the Bowling Centers, the
Bowling Pro Shops, and the Bowling Center Food BRederage Services at the installations within
the region for each patron group. The mean ssdbased on a 5-point scale where 1 = very poor
and 5 = very good. Only those respondents whothailhad used the facility rated its quality and
satisfaction.

Exhibit 2-11
Users' Ratings of Quality of and Satisfaction withMMWR Bowling Facilities
(Survey Question 17)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Users
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Bowling Center

Satisfaction 4.19 4.31 4.28 4.23 4.24

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 4.04 4.18 411 4.19 411

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.98 4.08 4.04 4.10 4.03

Quality of Personnel 4.08 4.09 4.09 4.19 4.09
Bowling Pro Shop

Satisfaction 4.01 4.25 4.33 4.18 4.17

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 3.87 3.96 4.13 4.12 4.01

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.86 4.02 4.03 4.07 3.95

Quality of Personnel 4.16 4.28 4.21 4.21 4.19
Bowling Center Food and Beverage

Satisfaction 3.99 4.04 4.25 4.11 4.08

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 3.91 3.98 4.10 3.97 4.00

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.89 3.94 4.10 3.99 3.97

Quality of Personnel 3.94 3.99 412 4.08 4.02
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BOWLING
Fees, Equipment Purchase, and Satisfaction Informain

Survey respondents were asked to indicaterhaeh they typically spend per game when
bowling off post and where they prefer to purchiaeeling equipment. Exhibit 2-12 shows
preferences for each patron group and for the duati patron groups. The last column, "Total
Cases," provides both the sum of respondents antbthl percent of responses across all patron
groups.

Exhibit 2-12
Typical Bowling Costs and Purchasing Preferences
(Survey Questions 30 and 31)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
Off-post game fees: (n=1135) (n=1172) (n=1774) (n=2016) (n=6097)
| don't bowl 49% 43% 62% 71% 54%
| only bowl on post 25% 36% 8% 7% 19%
Under $2.00 6% 1% 1% 3% 5%
$2.00-$3.99 14% 12% 19% 12% 15%
$4.00-$5.99 3% 3% 1% 4% 4%
$6.00 or more 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Bowling equipment purchasing preferences:

Most Preferred (n =447) (n=491) (n =544) (n=500) (n=1982)
MWR Pro Shop 32% 31% 25% 33% 31%
AAFES 25% 30% 9% 20% 21%
Bowling Discount Store 24% 24% 44% 32% 30%
Internet 13% 8% 15% 7% 11%
Other 6% 8% 8% 8% 7%
Least Preferred (n =484) (n=518) (n =562) (n=502) (n=2066)
MWR Pro Shop 18% 15% 15% 13% 15%
AAFES 17% 12% 18% 10% 16%
Bowling Discount Store 13% 9% 9% 7% 12%
Internet 44% 53% 50% 66% 49%
Other 8% 11% 8% 5% 8%
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LEISURE TRAVEL
Leisure Airline Travel Sources and Frequency of Use

Exhibit 2-13 presents the results for twesfions on the survey related to leisure airlineer
services use. The first question asks respondeirislicate the method they used the most to r
leisure airline travel reservations during the da@smonths. The second question asks respondents
to indicate the number of times they used on-pastt services for leisure airline travel during th
past 12 months. The results for both questionpiga®gented by patron group and for the total of
the four patron groups.

Exhibit 2-13
Leisure Airline Travel Use
(Survey Questions 32 and 33)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
Most used service in past 12 months: (n=1132) (n=1198) (n =1805) (n=2075) (n=6210)
On post travel services 8% 5% 7% 6% 7%
Off post commercial travel services 4% 3% 8% 11% 6%
The Internet 61% 63% 45% 37% 53%
Other (e.qg., directly through airline) 4% 4% 5% 6% 5%
Does not apply 23% 24% 36% 40% 29%

Use of on-post travel service in past 12 months: (n=1132) (n =1200) (n =1803) (n=2086) (n=6221)

0 times 85% 89% 88% 89% 87%
1-2 times 12% 9% 10% 10% 11%
3 or more times 3% 2% 2% 1% 2%
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Exhibit 2-14 presents the results for twosjioss on the survey related to Armed Forces
Recreation Center use. The first question aslmretents to identify which Armed Forces
Recreation Centers they have visited during thé JFasnonths. The column percents for this
guestion will not add to 100% since respondentsdceelect more than one recreation center.
Respondents were also asked to indicate the mastttiey visted an Armed Forces Recreation
Center. The results for both questions are preddny patron group and for the total of the four

patron groups.

Exhibit 2-14

Armed Forces Recreation Center Use
(Survey Questions 34 and 35)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
Armed Forces Recreation Centers visited in past 1
months: (n=1119) (n=1185) (n=1781) (n=2053) (n=6138)
Haven't visited one 79% 90% 92% 90% 86%
Hale Koa Hotel 9% 5% 1% 6% 6%
Shades of Green 5% 2% 3% 3% 4%
Dragon Hill Lodge 10% 3% 2% 2% 6%
Edelweiss Lodge and Resort 3% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Most recent visit to an Armed Forces Recreation

Center:

(n=251) (n=137) (n=170)

(n=240) (n=798)

Within the past 12 months 44% 53% 48% 51% 48%
1-3 years ago 38% 30% 25% 20% 33%
4-5 years ago 9% 9% 8% 6% 8%
More than 5 years ago 9% 7% 19% 23% 11%
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Food and BeveragServices

Survey respondents were asked to ratev@lb quality of food and beverage services on
post and similar facilities off post in the locanemunity. Exhibit 2-15 presents both the mean
score rating and the rating percentages that relgnds gave to on-post facilities (this page) and
to off-post facilities (next page). Totals for ongioff-post residents for all subgroups are
provided at the top of each exhibit. Responsesaegorized within patron group according to
whether respondents live on post or off post. Theparts of the exhibit can be used to
compare perceptions of quality and to evaluateices\across military and civilian facilities
within the region.

Exhibit 2-15
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Foo&nd Beverage Services - On Post
(Survey Question 20)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 17% 33% 26% 5% 2% 15% 1194 3.69
Live off post 17% 31% 23% 5% 1% 23% 4374 3.76
E1-E4:
Live on post 14% 33% 19% 12% 3% 18% 120 3.53
Live off post 8% 30% 34% 2% 2% 24% 50 3.53
E5-E9:
Live on post 22% 32% 28% 4% 4% 10% 186 3.72
Live off post 17% 35% 29% 6% 2% 12% 288 3.66
Officers:
Live on post 12% 31% 31% 8% 2% 16% 185 3.52
Live off post 13% 33% 28% 8% 1% 17% 278 3.59
Spouses:
Live on post 16% 36% 24% 4% 1% 18% 641 3.74
Live off post 12% 28% 19% 5% 0% 36% 552 3.73
Civilians:
Live on post 16% 31% 32% 8% 5% 8% 62 3.49
Live off post 21% 33% 21% 5% 1% 18% 1507 3.82
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 18% 25% 16% 4% 1% 36% 1699 3.87
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Food and BeveragServices (continuec

Exhibit 2-15 (continued)
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Foo&nd Beverage Services - Off Post
(Survey Question 20)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 23% 33% 15% 4% 1% 24% 1153 3.99
Live off post 28% 34% 13% 1% 0% 23% 4232 4.16
E1-E4:
Live on post 24% 19% 19% 3% 2% 33% 114 3.91
Live off post 29% 35% 14% 2% 0% 20% 49 4.13
E5-E9:
Live on post 23% 35% 18% 5% 1% 18% 183 3.91
Live off post 30% 36% 14% 1% 1% 18% 279 4.13
Officers:
Live on post 26% 39% 12% 5% 0% 18% 180 4.04
Live off post 25% 42% 17% 1% 0% 15% 276 4.06
Spouses:
Live on post 24% 32% 16% 3% 1% 24% 618 4.01
Live off post 21% 33% 14% 2% 0% 30% 541 4.04
Civilians:
Live on post 34% 31% 16% 0% 2% 17% 58 4.17
Live off post 29% 32% 12% 1% 0% 26% 1446 4.20
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 29% 32% 14% 1% 0% 24% 1641 4.17
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Dining Preferences

Exhibit 2-16 presents respondents’ answelfsetguestion "How often do you take out, order
in, or dine out for the following meals (on and pést) and how often do you use the following
service options?" The exhibit below displays dataall respondents in the region. The
following pages display data from active duty Setdj spouses, civilians, and retirees,
respectively.

Exhibit 2-16
Frequency of Meals Eaten Out, Taken Out or Orderedn
(Survey Questions 22 and :

Less than 1to3 4106 7 or more
once per times per times per times per Total
Never month month month month Cases
% % % % % n
All Respondents:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 65% 19% 9% 3% 5% 6041
On-Post Lunch 27% 27% 26% 10% 10% 6095
On-Post Dinner 64% 21% 9% 3% 2% 5972
Off-Post Breakfast 40% 31% 20% 5% 4% 6030
Off-Post Lunch 18% 23% 34% 16% 10% 6060
Off-Post Dinner 16% 13% 34% 23% 15% 6076
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 21% 28% 34% 10% 5% 6054
Fast Food 13% 22% 36% 17% 11% 6037
Buffet Style 32% 38% 25% 4% 2% 5905
Cafeteria Style 55% 27% 11% 3% 4% 5828
Full Service 26% 23% 33% 13% 5% 6017
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Dining Preferences (continued)
Exhibit 2-16 (continued’
Frequency of Meals Eaten Out, Taken Out or Orderedn
(Survey Questions 22 and :
Less than 1to3 4t06 7 or more
once per times per times per times per Total
Never month month month month Cases
% % % % % n
Active Duty:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 56% 21% 12% 3% 7% 1146
On-Post Lunch 23% 23% 28% 12% 14% 1144
On-Post Dinner 55% 24% 12% 4% 4% 1139
Off-Post Breakfast 40% 31% 19% 6% 4% 1134
Off-Post Lunch 16% 21% 34% 17% 12% 1138
Off-Post Dinner 11% 12% 32% 25% 19% 1137
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 18% 27% 37% 12% 6% 1140
Fast Food 10% 21% 38% 18% 13% 1139
Buffet Style 28% 37% 27% 5% 2% 1124
Cafeteria Style 53% 27% 12% 3% 5% 1114
Full Service 23% 23% 35% 14% 6% 1133
Spouses:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 76% 17% 5% 1% 1% 1180
On-Post Lunch 32% 33% 27% 5% 3% 1187
On-Post Dinner 54% 27% 15% 3% 1% 1182
Off-Post Breakfast 41% 38% 17% 3% 2% 1179
Off-Post Lunch 11% 23% 44% 14% 7% 1187
Off-Post Dinner 8% 15% 47% 21% 9% 1188
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 12% 32% 44% 9% 3% 1199
Fast Food 5% 22% 45% 21% 8% 1200
Buffet Style 31% 43% 22% 3% 1% 1175
Cafeteria Style 68% 23% 7% 1% 1% 1160
Full Service 21% 26% 38% 11% 4% 1187
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE
Dining Preferences (continued)
Exhibit 2-16 (continued’
Frequency of Meals Eaten Out, Taken Out or Orderedn
(Survey Questions 22 and :
Less than 1to3 4t06 7 or more
once per times per times per times per Total
Never month month month month Cases
% % % % % n
Civilians:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 66% 18% 9% 2% 3% 1773
On-Post Lunch 21% 28% 26% 11% 14% 1798
On-Post Dinner 75% 17% 6% 2% 1% 1743
Off-Post Breakfast 43% 28% 21% 6% 3% 1754
Off-Post Lunch 21% 25% 31% 14% 9% 1760
Off-Post Dinner 22% 12% 29% 22% 15% 1762
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 24% 30% 29% 10% 7% 1776
Fast Food 15% 23% 32% 17% 13% 1770
Buffet Style 31% 38% 23% 5% 2% 1728
Cafeteria Style 50% 30% 12% 4% 5% 1711
Full Service 29% 23% 29% 13% 6% 1744
Retirees:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 79% 14% 5% 1% 2% 1942
On-Post Lunch 50% 24% 17% 4% 5% 1966
On-Post Dinner 79% 16% 4% 1% 0% 1908
Off-Post Breakfast 37% 28% 25% 6% 5% 1963
Off-Post Lunch 24% 21% 32% 14% 9% 1975
Off-Post Dinner 21% 16% 32% 20% 11% 1989
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 37% 27% 25% 7% 3% 1939
Fast Food 23% 25% 32% 13% 7% 1928
Buffet Style 38% 34% 22% 4% 2% 1878
Cafeteria Style 54% 29% 12% 3% 1% 1843
Full Service 29% 21% 29% 14% 7% 1953
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Exhibit 2-17 presents the results for resgoiisl answers to how much they typically spend
per person for breakfast, lunch and dinner whein@aff post. The results are presented by
patron group and for the four patron groups conthine

Exhibit 2-17

Typical Off-Post Dining Out Costs
(Survey Question 2

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Users

Typical dining out costs:

Breakfast (n=1122) (n=1133) (n=1710) (n=1870) (n=5835)
Less than $3.00 21% 26% 23% 13% 21%
$3.00-$5.99 52% 54% 51% 50% 52%
$6.00-$8.99 23% 16% 21% 31% 23%
$9.00 or more 5% 4% 4% 6% 5%

Lunch (n=1139) (n=1192) (n=1777) (n=1950) (n=16058)
Less than $5.00 13% 23% 21% 14% 17%
$5.00-$8.99 68% 65% 67% 63% 67%
$9.00-$12.99 16% 9% 10% 19% 14%
$13.00 or more 3% 3% 2% 4% 3%

Dinner (n=1134) (n=1189) (n =1740) (n=1959) (n=6022)
Less than $10.00 22% 31% 27% 18% 24%
$10.00-$11.99 28% 33% 29% 22% 28%
$12.00-$14.99 29% 21% 26% 30% 27%
$15.00 or more 22% 15% 18% 30% 21%
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Survey respondents were asked to ratevibialb quality of catering services on post and
similar facilities off post in the local communitigxhibit 2-18 presents both the mean score
rating and the rating percentages that respondentsto on-post facilities (this page) and to
post facilities (next page). Totals for on-postfpdist residents for all subgroups are provided at
the top of each exhibit. Responses are categowibd patron group according to whether
respondents live on post or off post. The two paithe exhibit can be used to compare
perceptions of quality and to evaluate servicessacmilitary and civilian facilities within the

region.
Exhibit 2-18
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Cateing Services - On Post
(Survey Question 21)
Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post % 13% 11% 5% 2% 63% 1179 3.49
Live off post 7% 11% 10% 4% 1% 67% 4339 3.51
E1-E4:
Live on post % 10% 12% 3% 3% 65% 119 3.38
Live off post 2% 12% 16% 2% 2% 66% 50 3.29
E5-E9:
Live on post 5% 14% 12% 4% 1% 63% 183 3.52
Live off post 5% 13% 12% 7% 2% 61% 285 3.34
Officers:
Live on post 5% 15% 15% 8% 2% 54% 183 3.29
Live off post 7% 12% 17% 5% 1% 58% 278 3.43
Spouses:
Live on post 8% 12% 9% 3% 2% 67% 633 3.63
Live off post 4% 7% 8% 3% 1% 78% 546 3.56
Civilians:
Live on post 3% 16% 10% 8% 5% 57% 61 3.12
Live off post 9% 12% 10% 4% 2% 64% 1494 3.58
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 6% 7% 6% 2% 1% 78% 1686 3.64
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Catering Service(continued

Exhibit 2-18 (continued’

Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Cateng Services - Off Post
(Survey Question 2

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 9% 13% 9% 1% 0% 68% 1136 3.91
Live off post 11% 15% 7% 1% 0% 67% 4214 4.08
E1l-E4:
Live on post 5% 10% 12% 0% 0% 73% 113 3.74
Live off post 10% 10% 16% 0% 0% 63% 49 3.83
E5-E9:
Live on post 10% 13% 11% 1% 1% 64% 179 3.86
Live off post 11% 17% 8% 1% 0% 62% 281 4.00
Officers:
Live on post 8% 23% 8% 2% 0% 60% 179 3.92
Live off post 9% 20% 9% 0% 0% 62% 275 4.01
Spouses:
Live on post 10% 11% 5% 1% 0% 72% 609 4.05
Live off post 7% 9% 5% 1% 0% 7% 540 3.94
Civilians:
Live on post 14% 13% 5% 5% 2% 61% 56 3.82
Live off post 11% 14% 7% 1% 0% 67% 1438 4.07
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 12% 12% 5% 1% 0% 70% 1631 4.16
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ENTERTAINMENT

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Entertainment Swices

Survey respondents were asked to ratev@elb quality of entertainment services on post
and similar facilities off post in the local comnityn Exhibit 2-19 presents both the mean score
rating and the rating percentages that respondentsto on-post facilities (this page) and to
post facilities (next page). Totals for on-postpdist residents for all subgroups are provided at
the top of each exhibit. Responses are categow#edh patron group according to whether
respondents live on post or off post. The two paithie exhibit can be used to compare
perceptions of quality and to evaluate servicessacmilitary and civilian facilities within the
region.

Exhibit 2-19
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Entetainment Services - On Post
(Survey Question 26)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 15% 25% 17% 8% 4% 31% 1181 3.57
Live off post 11% 18% 11% 6% 2% 53% 4336 3.62
E1-E4:
Live on post 14% 18% 11% 7% 6% 44% 116 3.48
Live off post 0% 18% 16% 8% 8% 50% 50 2.88
E5-E9:
Live on post 16% 20% 17% 10% 8% 30% 183 3.36
Live off post 10% 25% 17% 10% 4% 35% 284 3.45
Officers:
Live on post 10% 29% 23% 9% 2% 27% 184 3.51
Live off post 6% 20% 12% 4% 2% 56% 277 3.57
Spouses:
Live on post 15% 29% 18% 6% 2% 30% 638 3.70
Live off post 11% 20% 10% 5% 2% 53% 554 3.70
Civilians:
Live on post 18% 20% 17% 13% 3% 28% 60 3.51
Live off post 14% 15% 11% 5% 2% 54% 1487 3.73
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 11% 12% 7% 4% 2% 64% 1684 3.71
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ENTERTAINMENT
Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Entertainment Swices (continued)

Exhibit 2-19 (continued)
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Entetainment Services - Off Post
(Survey Question 26)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 20% 33% 14% 4% 2% 26% 1165 3.89
Live off post 24% 30% 14% 2% 1% 30% 4286 4.06
El1-E4:
Live on post 24% 21% 16% 4% 3% 32% 108 3.89
Live off post 34% 24% 24% 4% 0% 14% 50 4.02
E5-E9:
Live on post 24% 28% 15% 4% 4% 25% 181 3.87
Live off post 22% 37% 14% 2% 1% 24% 278 3.99
Officers:
Live on post 20% 42% 11% 3% 1% 23% 185 3.99
Live off post 26% 33% 14% 3% 0% 24% 275 4.08
Spouses:
Live on post 22% 32% 15% 3% 1% 27% 633 3.98
Live off post 20% 34% 12% 3% 1% 29% 550 3.98
Civilians:
Live on post 28% 36% 12% 0% 0% 24% 58 4.20
Live off post 24% 25% 15% 3% 1% 33% 1464 4.01
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 23% 26% 14% 2% 1% 34% 1669 4.02
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ENTERTAINMENT

Entertainment Preference:

Survey respondents were asked to indicateyges of music they prefer. Exhibit 2-
20 shows preferences for each patron group anallfpatron groups combined. Column
percents will not add to 100% since respondent&icgelect two types of music they lik
The last column, "Total Cases," provides both thegnt of responses in each category.

Exhibit 2-20
Music Listening Preference
(Survey Question 2
Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases

(n = 1141) (n = 1208) (n = 1806) (n=2052) (n=6207)

Country 42% 46% 46% 49% 44%
Rock 39% 28% 22% 11% 28%
Pop 12% 19% 10% 6% 12%
Oldies (50s & 60s) 5% 5% 24% 41% 16%
Classic Rock (60s & 70s) 19% 13% 31% 25% 22%
80s & 90s 14% 18% 10% 6% 12%
R&B/Soul 16% 13% 11% 8% 13%
Classical 4% 7% 7% 14% 7%
Big Band/Swing 3% 3% 5% 12% 5%
Jazz/Fusion 6% 6% 7% 10% 7%
Alternative/Progressive 9% 8% 4% 1% 6%
Rap/Hip Hop 13% 9% 5% 1% 8%
Dance 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Latin 4% 3% 2% 2% 3%
New Age 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Christian 10% 19% 11% 11% 11%
Other 4% 2% 3% 3% 3%
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE

MWR Program Preferences

Respondents were asked to indicate thenseest important MWR programs/activities
to have on an installation. Exhibit 2-21 showspkecentage of each patron group and the
total percentage across these groups that chosedvBAR program as one of the seven most
important to have on an installation. Programdiated in descending order according to the
ranking by active duty respondents. Programs thatrme chose as most important will show
0%. Percentages may not equal 100% because resgeruld choose more than one

response.

Exhibit 2-21

Most Important MWR Programs and Services
(Survey Question 18A)
Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n = 1150) (n =1196) (n=1761) (n=1922) (n=6029)

% % % % %
Fitness Center/Gymnasium 84% 76% 75% 65% 7%
Army Lodging 72% 75% 63% 76% 69%
Child Development Center 54% 73% 61% 39% 56%
Library 55% 66% 47% 51% 52%
Youth Center 45% 58% 51% 41% 49%
Swimming Pool 46% 52% 40% 38% 43%
Athletic Fields 51% 33% 34% 36% 41%
School Age Services 38% 52% 41% 28% 40%
ITR Office 34% 40% 39% 38% 38%
Outdoor Recreation Center 27% 20% 31% 30% 30%
Bowling Center 28% 31% 31% 30% 30%
BOSS 29% 24% 20% 23% 26%
Post Picnic Area 20% 26% 27% 27% 25%
Automotive Skills 26% 17% 21% 26% 24%
Recreation/Community Activity Center 20% 22% 27% 25% 23%
Golf Course 26% 12% 22% 25% 23%
Clubs 19% 13% 23% 27% 20%
Car Wash 21% 16% 17% 18% 19%
Arts & Crafts Center 15% 18% 20% 23% 18%
Cabins & Campgrounds 17% 11% 16% 25% 17%
Bowling Food & Beverage 12% 10% 18% 15% 14%
Tennis Courts/Multi-Purpose Sports Cts. 12% 9% 10% 9% 10%
RV Park 6% 4% 7% 14% 8%
Golf Course Food & Beverage 6% 3% 8% 10% 7%
Golf Course Pro Shop 6% 3% 7% 10% 7%
Bowling Pro Shop 5% 2% 5% 7% 5%
Marina 3% 3% 3% 6% 4%
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE
MWR Program Preferences (continued

Respondents were asked to indicate thenseast important MWR programs/activit
to have on an installation. Exhibit 2-22 showspkecentage of each patron group and the
total percentage across these groups that choesdBAR program as one of the seven least
important to have on an installation. Programdiated in descending order according to the
ranking by active duty respondents. Programsrtbaine chose as least important will show
0%. Percentages may not equal 100% because respgsrmbuld choose more than one
response. Comparing Exhibits 2-21 and 2-22 withvgleach patron group's most and least
desired MWR programs.

Exhibit 2-22
Least Important MWR Programs and Services
(Survey Question 18B)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n =1088) (n=1106) (n =1645) (n=1730) (n=5569)

% % % % %
RV Park 71% 71% 66% 59% 67%
Golf Course Pro Shop 54% 63% 55% 50% 55%
Bowling Pro Shop 56% 60% 53% 49% 55%
Car Wash 45% 47% 49% 51% 47%
Golf Course Food & Beverage 47% 51% 42% 44% 45%
Arts & Crafts Center 47% 35% 40% 33% 41%
Clubs 43% 44% 33% 32% 39%
Golf Course 37% 43% 36% 35% 37%
Cabins & Campgrounds 36% 40% 38% 36% 37%
Tennis Courts/Multi-Purpose Sports Cts. 38% 35% 36% 36% 37%
Marina 26% 40% 34% 43% 33%
Automotive Skills 30% 32% 33% 32% 31%
Bowling Food & Beverage 27% 19% 22% 23% 25%
BOSS 23% 16% 23% 26% 22%
Bowling Center 21% 16% 18% 20% 20%
Post Picnic Area 17% 12% 14% 14% 15%
ITR Office 15% 8% 13% 14% 13%
Outdoor Recreation Center 13% 12% 12% 13% 12%
School Age Services 13% 5% 10% 19% 12%
Recreation/Community Activity Center 14% 9% 10% 11% 11%
Library 10% 6% 13% 10% 11%
Youth Center 13% 5% 10% 12% 11%
Athletic Fields 8% 10% 13% 13% 10%
Swimming Pool 7% 6% 10% 11% 9%
Child Development Center 9% 3% 7% 13% 8%
Army Lodging 8% 4% 10% 7% 8%
Fitness Center/Gymnasium 2% 1% 2% 4% 2%
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE

Effects of Army Club Elimination on Quality of Life

Exhibit 2-23 presents respondents’ peroaptof how the elimination of Army club
programs would affect their quality of life. Resplents were asked to indicate if the
elimination would cause a great, moderate or sligiatease in their quality of life or would
have no effect. Data are presented separatehatir patron group.

Exhibit 2-23
Effects on Quality of Life if Army Club Programs Were Eliminated

(Survey Question 25A)
Slightly Moderately Greatly

No Effect Decrease Decrease Decrease Total Cases
% % % % n

Active Duty

E1-E4 40% 18% 20% 21% 168

E5-E9 34% 20% 26% 21% 478

Officers 34% 24% 24% 17% 467
Total 35% 21% 24% 19% 1113
Spouses:
Total 40% 23% 20% 16% 1203
Civilians:
Total 44% 21% 18% 17% 1801
Retirees:

Enlisted 54% 14% 15% 17% 987

Officers 52% 20% 16% 12% 638
Total 53% 16% 16% 15% 1625
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE

Effects of Army Recreation Program Elimination on Quality of Life

Exhibit 2-24 presents respondents’ peroaptof how the elimination of Army
recreation programs would affect their qualityitd.|Respondents were asked to indicate if
the elimination would cause a great, moderateightstiecrease in their quality of life or
would have no effect. Data are presented separfatedach patron group.

Exhibit 2-24
Effects on Quality of Life if Army Recreation Programs Were Eliminated

(Survey Question 25B)
Slightly Moderately Greatly

No Effect Decrease Decrease Decrease Total Cases
% % % % n

Active Duty:

E1-E4 25% 18% 23% 34% 169

E5-E9 12% 16% 26% 46% 478

Officers 10% 14% 27% 49% 467
Total 13% 15% 26% 46% 1114
Spouses:
Total 18% 18% 27% 38% 1202
Civilians:
Total 32% 17% 20% 31% 1797
Retirees:

Enlisted 38% 15% 18% 29% 986

Officers 37% 17% 20% 25% 636
Total 37% 16% 19% 27% 1622
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SOURCES OF MWR INFORMATION
Sources of MWR Information

Survey respondents were asked to identifgalrces through which they hear about
recreation and club events offered at their instiah (Exhibit 2-25). The publicity sources
are listed in descending rank order based on tb@al'Tases" column, which shows the total
number and percentage of respondents who choseseante. Columns will not sum to
100% since respondents could mark multiple souréé® information presented is intended
to assist in determining where individuals are ntikisty to get MWR information, dependi
upon their status.

Exhibit 2-25
Sources of MWR Program Information
(Survey Question 19)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n=1160) (n=1211) (n =1821) (n=2020) (n=6212)
% % % % %

Post newspaper 51% 59% 45% 46% 49%
E-mail 44% 23% 58% 17% 41%
Bulletin boards on post 43% 31% 35% 23% 37%
Flyers 39% 32% 42% 29% 37%
MWR publications 34% 31% 39% 24% 34%
Friends and neighbors 31% 42% 25% 26% 30%
Other unit members or co-workers 33% 13% 28% 11% 25%
Marquees/billboards 25% 22% 23% 17% 22%
Internet 21% 19% 27% 13% 21%
Unit or post commander or supervisor 17% 5% 6% 2% 10%
Family Readiness Groups (FRGSs) 11% 23% 3% 2% 10%
Other 6% 9% 5% 12% 7%
I never hear anything 5% 7% 4% 18% 7%
Radio 5% 4% 8% 9% 6%
Television 6% 8% 4% 5% 5%
My child(ren) let(s) me know 6% 7% 2% 2% 4%
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USE OF MWR DURING DEPLOYMENT

Frequency of MWR Use during Deploymer

Active duty Soldiers who deployed during fhast 12 months and spouses of these active duty
Soldiers were asked about the frequency with wthiely used MWR programs in theater or at their
home installation during the active duty Soldideployment. Exhibit 2-26 shows the percentages
for four categories of frequency of use for the weadron groups.

Exhibit 2-26
Frequency of Use of MWR Programs during Deployment
(Survey Question 59)

4 or more 1to3 Less than
times per times per once per Did not Total
month month month use Cases
% % % % n
Active Duty:
E1-E4 41% 10% 15% 34% 61
E5-E9 33% 23% 21% 23% 180
Officers 35% 23% 17% 25% 162
Total 35% 21% 18% 26% 403
Spouses:
Total 16% 25% 25% 34% 577
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Spouses of active duty members who deployethg the past 12 months were asked whether
they used MWR programs and services much more,\wsbatanore, about the same, somewhat
less, or much less during the deployment of th@ansor. Exhibit 2-27 shows the percent
distribution among the responses as well as theeptage of those spouses who did not use any

MWR programs or services during deployment.

Exhibit 2-27

Use of MWR Programs/Services by Spouses during thiéhctive Duty Sponsor's Deployment

Compared to Use during Periods of Non-Deployment

(Survey Question 60)

Used Used About Used
Used Much Somewhat the Same Somewhat Used Much Did)sot
More During  More During During Less During Less During  During Total
Deployment Deployment Deployment Deployment Deployment eplbyment Cases
% % % % % % n
Spouses of:
E1-E4 9% 8% 24% 7% 9% 44% 104
E5-E9 14% 20% 27% 4% 7% 29% 251
Officers 11% 23% 38% 3% 4% 20% 161
Total 12% 18% 30% 4% 6% 29% 516
2-36 2005 NWRO LNS Report
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Use

Survey respondents were presented witkt @fiArmy Community Service (ACS)
programs and services and were asked to respdnae tguestions. First, respondents were
asked to indicate if they were aware of the existesf the ACS program at their installation.
Second, if they had used the program, respondestes asked to indicate if they found the
services to be beneficial or not beneficial. Exi#28, spanning the following three pages,
presents the results of these questions for glbregents and for active duty, spouses, civili
and retirees. The percentage of respondents whoaveare of the program is based on the
total number of survey respondents in the patrongrfound next to the patron group name.
Because respondents were asked to mark whethepeagiam was beneficial only if they had
used it, the total number of respondents who arexhviérat question (presented in the column
marked “Total Users”) is likely to be less than thanber of respondents in that patron group.

Exhibit 2-28
Awareness, Use of, and Perceived Benefit of ACS Byrams
(Survey Question 49)

Program Awareness Program Use and Benefit
Total Percent Not
Aware Aware |Total Users Beneficial Beneficial
n % n % %
All Respondents: (n = 6503)

Information and referral 3348 52% 1219 86% 14%
Outreach programs 2752 45% 634 75% 25%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigsfin 3840 63% 1393 79% 21%
Relocation Readiness Program 3708 60% 1398 88% 12%
Family Advocacy Program 3594 60% 901 77% 23%
Crisis intervention 2905 48% 605 74% 26%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 3131 53% 753 78% 22%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 3536 58% 1105 85% 15%
Consumer information 1853 30% 470 75% 25%
Employment Readiness Program 2932 47% 864 78% 22%
Foster child care 1261 20% 282 65% 35%
Exceptional Family Member Program 3108 52% 862 7% 23%
Army Family Team Building 2771 47% 772 77% 23%
Army Family Action Plan 2338 38% 576 75% 25%
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Use (continued)
Exhibit 2-28 (continued)
Awareness, Use of, and Perceived Benefit of ACS Brams
(Survey Question 49)
Program Awareness Program Use and Benefit
Total Percent Not
Aware Aware |Total Users Beneficial Beneficial
n % n % %
Active Duty: (n = 1202)
Information and referral 665 55% 275 86% 14%
Outreach programs 566 47% 158 73% 27%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigefin 842 70% 355 77% 23%
Relocation Readiness Program 818 68% 386 89% 11%
Family Advocacy Program 802 67% 255 75% 25%
Crisis intervention 629 52% 162 73% 27%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 734 61% 223 77% 23%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 790 66% 282 85% 15%
Consumer information 414 34% 111 73% 27%
Employment Readiness Program 591 49% 188 78% 22%
Foster child care 290 24% 79 66% 34%
Exceptional Family Member Program 767 64% 264 77% 23%
Army Family Team Building 715 59% 228 76% 24%
Army Family Action Plan 544 45% 159 74% 26%
Spouses: (n = 123
Information and referral 695 56% 286 91% 9%
QOutreach programs 614 50% 122 80% 20%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigsfin 990 80% 539 84% 16%
Relocation Readiness Program 892 72% 441 92% 8%
Family Advocacy Program 844 68% 218 82% 18%
Crisis intervention 634 51% 114 78% 22%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 754 61% 171 78% 22%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 829 67% 301 90% 10%
Consumer information 403 33% 97 84% 16%
Employment Readiness Program 726 59% 218 76% 24%
Foster child care 262 21% 45 80% 20%
Exceptional Family Member Program 831 67% 247 79% 21%
Army Family Team Building 763 62% 259 87% 13%
Army Family Action Plan 555 45% 144 88% 13%
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Use (continued)
Exhibit 2-28 (continued)
Awareness, Use of, and Perceived Benefit of ACS Brams
(Survey Question 49)
Program Awareness Program Use and Benefit
Total Percent | Total Users Not
Aware Aware Beneficial Beneficial
n % n % %
Civilians: (n = 1897)
Information and referral 897 47% 276 86% 14%
Outreach programs 839 44% 185 81% 19%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigsfin 1030 54% 252 81% 19%
Relocation Readiness Program 992 52% 256 85% 15%
Family Advocacy Program 1055 56% 231 79% 21%
Crisis intervention 869 46% 168 77% 23%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 838 44% 179 83% 17%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 929 49% 225 85% 15%
Consumer information 509 27% 123 74% 26%
Employment Readiness Program 846 45% 218 82% 18%
Foster child care 322 17% 71 65% 35%
Exceptional Family Member Program 749 39% 155 77% 23%
Army Family Team Building 673 35% 143 71% 29%
Army Family Action Plan 657 35% 144 76% 24%
Retirees: (n = 2170)
Information and referral 1091 50% 382 86% 14%
Outreach programs 733 34% 169 70% 30%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigefin 978 45% 247 79% 21%
Relocation Readiness Program 1006 46% 315 86% 14%
Family Advocacy Program 893 41% 197 73% 27%
Crisis intervention 773 36% 161 70% 30%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 805 37% 180 77% 23%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 988 46% 297 84% 16%
Consumer information 527 24% 139 72% 28%
Employment Readiness Program 769 35% 240 76% 24%
Foster child care 387 18% 87 54% 46%
Exceptional Family Member Program 761 35% 196 72% 28%
Army Family Team Building 620 29% 142 68% 32%
Army Family Action Plan 582 27% 129 67% 33%
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Impact

Respondents were asked to what extent AG@g@ms at their installation positively impact
different aspects of their lives. Exhibit 2-29 gegats these data for all respondents and for active
duty, spouses, civilians, and retirees. The nurabpeople within a patron group who responded
to any item is presented in the column marked “TO&ses.”

Exhibit 2-29
Impact of ACS Programs
(Survey Question 50)

Very Does

Great Great Moderate Slight No Not Total

Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent Apply Cases

% % % % % % n
All Respondents:
Satisfaction with your job 6% 6% 10% 7% 16% 55% 5291
Personal job performance/readiness 5% 7% 10% 7% 17% 54% 5206
Unit cohesion and teamwork 4% 7% 10% 8% 16% 54% 5174
Unit readiness 5% 9% 11% 6% 15% 54% 5152
Relationship with your spouse 6% 5% 7% 5% 20% 56% 5184
Relationship with your children 6% 5% 7% 5% 18% 59% 5169
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 6% 6% 8% 6% 17% 57% 5166
Family preparedness for deployments 7% 8% 9% 6% 14% 56% 5163
Ability to manage your finances 4% 5% 6% 5% 22% 58% 5151
Feeling like part of the military community 7% 9% 11% 9% 19% 46% 5210
Feeling that Army cares about its people 10% 12% 13% 9% 16% 41% 5228
Active Duty:

Satisfaction with your job 6% 9% 15% 10% 23% 38% 1045
Personal job performance/readiness 5% 10% 14% 10% 24% 37% 1031
Unit cohesion and teamwork 5% 11% 15% 12% 21% 36% 1034
Unit readiness 7% 13% 16% 9% 20% 35% 1030
Relationship with your spouse 7% 7% 10% 7% 26% 43% 1029
Relationship with your children 7% 7% 10% 6% 24% 46% 1029
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 8% 9% 11% 8% 23% 42% 1026
Family preparedness for deployments 8% 11% 13% 9% 19% 40% 1026
Ability to manage your finances 5% 6% 8% 6% 30% 45% 1029
Feeling like part of the military community 7% 10% 14% 10% 24% 35% 1028
Feeling that Army cares about its people 10% 14% 16% 10% 19% 32% 1034
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Impact (continued)
Exhibit 2-29 (continued’
Impact of ACS Programs
(Survey Question 5
Very Does
Great Great Moderate  Slight No Not  Total
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent Apply Cases
% % % % % % n
Spouses:
Satisfaction with your job 3% 4% 5% 3% 12% 73% 1109
Personal job performance/readiness 3% 4% 6% 3% 13% 70% 1098
Unit cohesion and teamwork 4% 6% 9% 5% 14% 61% 1090
Unit readiness 5% 8% 12% 6% 13% 56% 1089
Relationship with your spouse 6% 6% 9% 8% 24% 46% 1097
Relationship with your children 5% 6% 8% 6% 21% 53% 1090
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 9% 13% 13% 10% 18% 37% 1097
Family preparedness for deployments 10% 16% 13% 9% 15% 36% 1100
Ability to manage your finances 4% 5% 6% 5% 26% 53% 1089
Feeling like part of the military community 9% 13% 15% 12% 21% 30% 1111
Feeling that Army cares about its people 11% 15% 15% 14% 19% 26% 1111
Civilians:
Satisfaction with your job 7% 6% 10% 6% 13% 57% 1539
Personal job performance/readiness 6% 7% 9% 6% 15% 58% 1523
Unit cohesion and teamwork 4% 6% 8% 5% 14% 63% 1506
Unit readiness 5% 5% 6% 4% 13% 67% 1496
Relationship with your spouse 4% 3% 4% 3% 14% 70% 1513
Relationship with your children 5% 3% 4% 3% 14% 71% 1506
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 3% 2% 4% 3% 11% 76% 1498
Family preparedness for deployments 4% 3% 4% 2% 10% 7% 1499
Ability to manage your finances 4% 3% 4% 3% 16% 69% 1496
Feeling like part of the military community 6% 6% 7% 7% 14% 60% 1508
Feeling that Army cares about its people 9% 9% 9% 6% 12% 53% 1504
Retirees:
Satisfaction with your job 3% 3% 4% 2% 9% 79% 1598
Personal job performance/readiness 3% 3% 4% 2% 9% 79% 1554
Unit cohesion and teamwork 2% 3% 3% 2% 8% 81% 1544
Unit readiness 3% 3% 3% 1% 8% 82% 1537
Relationship with your spouse 4% 3% 4% 2% 12% 75% 1545
Relationship with your children 3% 3% 3% 2% 11% 78% 1544
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 3% 2% 2% 2% 8% 82% 1545
Family preparedness for deployments 2% 3% 2% 1% 8% 84% 1538
Ability to manage your finances 2% 2% 2% 3% 12% 79% 1537
Feeling like part of the military community 6% 7% 6% 6% 11% 65% 1563
Feeling that Army cares about its people 10% 9% 7% 5% 10% 59% 1579
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Concerns

Survey respondents were asked to indibateoncerns they have about using ACS
programs at their installation, regardless of whethey had used any of the services. Exhil
30 presents this information for each patron gragb for all patron groups combined. Column
percents will not add to 100% since respondenticgrlect more than one reason.

Exhibit 2-30
Concerns About Using ACS Programs
(Survey Question 51)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases

(n=1030) (n=1132) (n=1584) (n=1800) (n = 5546)

No concerns with ACS 70% 56% 66% 67% 66%
Programs don't meet my needs 7% 10% 8% 8% 8%
Not interested in programs or services 9% 11% 10% 8% 9%
Information does not remain confidential 5% 5% 4% 2% 4%
Not aware of programs or services 9% 17% 9% 11% 11%
Lack of transportation 2% 3% 1% 1% 2%
Facility not accessible for the disabled 0% 1% 0% 1% 0%
Unit leaders do not support ACS 2% 3% 2% 1% 2%
Lack of ACS program information in the 8% 10% 4% 2% 6%
Prefer to use off-post services 6% 7% 9% 9% 8%
Other 2% 6% 3% 2% 3%
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES

Family Profile

Exhibit 2-31 provides two important piecesrdbrmation about survey respondents.
First, the distribution of resopndents with andhwiit children is provided. Second, for
respondents with children, an age distributioniveig across all patron groups and overall.
Since families can have children in several agegspthe column totals may exceed 10(

Exhibit 2-31
Family Profile of Respondents
(Survey Questions 38 and 39)

Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees  Total Cases
% % % % n %
Family composition:
Respondents without children 39% 24% 62% 77% 3344 50%
Respondents with children 61% 76% 38% 23% 2731 50%
Ages of children:

Under 12 months 13% 16% 9% 3% 301 12%
12 to 24 months 14% 14% 7% 6% 303 11%

25 to 35 months 9% 12% 6% 4% 226 9%
3 to 5 years 32% 34% 15% 13% 685 27%
6 to 10 years 45% 47% 29% 26% 1046 41%
11 to 12 years 20% 18% 19% 20% 513 20%
13 to 15 years 26% 24% 35% 38% 790 28%
16 to 18 years 19% 16% 37% 49% 726 24%
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Exhibit 2-32 presents the percentage of redgots who need or expect to use child care
and/or youth services for their children. Alsowhaare the respondents' child care location
preferences, and the times and days respondentstisesgularly scheduled and hourly child
care and youth programs. Active duty Soldier gmalise information is presented below.
Exhibit 2-32 is continued on the following page gumdsents civilian and retiree data, along
with a "Total Cases" column, which provides thalgercentages for all patron groups

combined.

Exhibit 2-32
Child Care Use and Preferences

(Survey Questions 40, 41, 42, and 43)

Active Duty
Married Parent: Married Parent:
Civilian Spouse Active Duty Spouse

Spouses

Single Parerjt NakiParent

Need or use child care/

youth programs: (n=413) (n =28)
Yes 43% 54%
No 57% 46%
Preferred child carelocation: (n=174) (n =15)
Home 53% 47%
Workplace 47% 53%

Regularly scheduled child care/

youth program times: (n=163) (n =15)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 33% 67%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 81% 60%
Weekdays (After 1800) 20% 27%
Weekends (Daytime) 17% 33%
Weekends (Evenings) 15% 7%

Hourly child care/

youth program times: (n=142) (n=12)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 14% 25%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 66% 50%
Weekdays (After 1800) 29% 8%
Weekends (Daytime) 34% 50%
Weekends (Evenings) 17% 25%

(n=62)
60%
40%

(n =36)
33%
67%

(n =36)
44%
86%
28%
28%
25%

(n=29)
31%
55%
41%
31%
38%

(n=913)
53%
47%

(n =480)
76%
24%

(n = 407)
15%
79%
23%
19%
15%

(n = 406)
10%
74%
28%
29%
19%
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Child Care Use and Preferences (continued)
Exhibit 2-32 (continued)
Child Care Use and Preferences
(Survey Questions 40, 41, 42, and 43)
Civilians Retirees Total
Married Parent Single Parent Cases
Need or use child care/
youth programs: (n=519) (n =141) (n =443) (n=2519)
Yes 29% 35% 16% 42%
No 71% 65% 84% 58%
Preferred child care location: (n =149) (n =49) (n=70) (n=973)
Home 33% 24% 49% 55%
Workplace 67% 76% 51% 45%
Regularly scheduled child care/
youth program times: (n =144) (n =47) (n =66) (n=878)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 26% 34% 21% 30%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 7% 72% 68% 79%
Weekdays (After 1800) 10% 11% 20% 20%
Weekends (Daytime) 13% 15% 20% 19%
Weekends (Evenings) 8% 11% 15% 15%
Hourly child care/
youth program times: (n=108) (n=34) (n =58) (n=789)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 18% 29% 17% 16%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 58% 53% 64% 67%
Weekdays (After 1800) 20% 21% 22% 26%
Weekends (Daytime) 28% 35% 16% 32%
Weekends (Evenings) 23% 15% 12% 21%
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES

Preferred Child Care and Youth Programs

Exhibit 2-33 shows both the child care aadtit programs currently used by respondents and
the child care and youth programs respondents warelitr to use. Data are presented separately
for each patron group and for the total of all mrggents, shown in the columns labeled "Total
Cases." Percentages may not equal 100% becapsadests could mark all that applied.

Exhibit 2-33
Child Care/Youth Program Use and Preferences
(Survey Question 44)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases

Currently Prefer Currently Prefer Currently Prefer r(@uatly Prefer Currently Prefer
Use to Use Use to Use Use to Use Use to UseUse to Use
% % % % % % % % % %

Army Child Dev. Center
Army Family Child Care
Army School Age Program
Army Youth Center
Civilian Child Care Center
Civilian Family Child Care
Civilian Youth Program
Informal Care

None

Other

(n=299) (n=180) (n =402) (n=333) (n=171) (nG¥L (n=59) (n=47)(n=931) (n=667)
40% 37% 45% 22% 25% 20% 20% 26% 37% 30%
15% 22% 8% 31% 13% 24% 20% 30% 14% 25%

12% 18% 8% 16% 19% 22% 20% 15% 14% 18%
20% 24% 11% 36% 17% 35% 32% 38% 18% 29%
13% 8% 11% 5% 18% 12% 20% 11% 14% 9%
10% 9% 19% 17% 12% 17% 15% 17% 12% 13%
9% 11% 11% 16% 16% 27% 17% 30% 10% 16%
23% 18% 18% 18% 16% 14% 15% 11% 19% 18%
9% 17% 14% 24% 12% 10% 7% 17% 11% 20%
5% 3% 5% 2% 12% 2% 5% 2% 7% 3%
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES

Positive Impacts of Army Child and Youth Services

Survey respondents were asked to what egteArmy Child and Youth Services programs
positively affect various aspects of their lifetbe life of their spouse. Responses for activg dut
members are displayed in Exhibit 2-34. Spouseoresgs are displayed on the following page.
The sum of all responses for each item is displayelde "Total Cases" column.

Exhibit 2-34
Positive Impacts of Army Child and Youth Services Active Duty
(Survey Question 45)

Very Does

Great Great Moderate Slight No Not Total

Extent Extent Extent Extent  Exent Apply Cases
% % % % % % n

Sends a message that the Army cares

about its people 29% 31% 18% 8% 5% 10% 323
Helps minimize lost duty/work time due

to lack of child care/youth

sponsorship options 28% 31% 13% 7% 5% 17% 321
Helps minimize lost duty/work time due
to lack of child care/youth services 28% 30% 13% 6% 4% %19 320

Plays a role in influencing my decision/
my spouse's decision to remain

in the Army 18% 22% 12% 8% 17% 23% 320
Allows me to work outside my home 16% 18% 10% 6% 10% 40% 320
Allows me to work at home 6% 8% 7% 4% 14% 61% 315
Offers me an employment opportunity

within the CYS program 4% 5% 5% 4% 14% 68% 317
Allows me/my spouse to better

concentrate on my/our job(s) 27% 17% 13% 10% 9% 23% 322

Provides positive growth and
development opportunities for
my children 27% 26% 16% 11% 6% 14% 322
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES
Positive Impacts of Army Child and Youth Servicesontinued)
Exhibit 2-34 (continued;
Positive Impacts of Army Child and Youth Services Spouses
(Survey Question 45)
Very Does
Great Great Moderate Slight No Not Total
Extent Extent Extent Extent  Exent Apply Cases
% % % % % % n

Sends a message that the Army cares

about its people 30% 26% 21% 9% 5% 10% 478
Helps minimize lost duty/work time due

to lack of child care/youth

sponsorship options 21% 19% 15% 6% 9% 29% 472
Helps minimize lost duty/work time due
to lack of child care/youth services 20% 20% 16% 6% 9% %29 472

Plays a role in influencing my decision/
my spouse's decision to remain

in the Army 15% 13% 13% 10% 25% 24% 475
Allows me to work outside my home 17% 14% 7% 5% 10% 46% 473
Allows me to work at home 7% 9% 7% 5% 11% 60% 468
Offers me an employment opportunity

within the CYS program 8% 6% 5% 5% 14% 62% 470
Allows me/my spouse to better

concentrate on my/our job(s) 17% 15% 13% 9% 14% 32% 473

Provides positive growth and
development opportunities for
my children 24% 26% 20% 9% 6% 15% 476
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BETTER OPPORTUNITIES FOR SINGLE SOLDIERS (BOSS)
Chain of Command Support for BOSS Program

Exhibits 2-35, 2-36, and 2-37 display datarfrsurvey questions about the Better
Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS) Prograferafd on the respondent'’s installation.
Participants were asked to indicate the level®@if ichain of command that support their
installation's BOSS program, which is shown in Bxti2-35 for junior and senior enlisted
personnel and officers, as well as for total resieots. Percentages will not add to 100%
because respondents could mark all levels of tagasf command that support their BOSS
program.

Exhibit 2-35
Chain of Command Support for BOSS
(Survey Question 46)

First Sergeant Do Not
Sergeant Major Commander Know  Total Cases
% % % % n

Rank:

E1-E4 27% 23% 23% 67% 113

E5-E9 56% 57% 52% 36% 149

Officers 31% 28% 31% 68% 127
Total 39% 38% 37% 55% 389
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BOSS
BOSS Participation Information

Exhibit 2-36 presents the types of BOSS tespondents participate in, and how
frequently they participate. Percentages refleetftequency of participation in each activity
by all BOSS participants combined. The numbeespondents participating in each activity
is presented in the last column.

Exhibit 2-36
Frequency of Activity Participation in BOSS Program
(Survey Question 47)

4 or more 1to3 Less than
times per times per once per Did not Total
month month month participate Cases
% % % % n
Single Soldier Trips (e.g., Six Flags, Amusement 1% 1% 5% 93% 398
Park, Ski Trip, etc.)
Single Soldier Recreational Events (e.g., dance, 0% 1% 5% 94% 393
fashion/talent show, pool party, etc.)
Sporting Events (e.g., 3-on-3 basketball tournament 2% 5% 11% 82% 388
golf scramble, etc.)
Concerts (e.g., Army Concert Series, DoD shows, 1% 1% 12% 87% 389
concerts off post)
Community Service Projects (e.g., Toys for Tots, 2% 3% 11% 84% 392
visit to veterans home, blood drive)
BOSS Council Meetings 0% 3% 2% 95% 383
Served on BOSS Council 1% 2% 1% 96% 387
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BOSS

BOSS's Impact on Single Soldiers' Lives

Exhibit 2-37 shows the extent to which BOQ&Sitively impacts various aspects of
participating single Soldiers' work, personal/famdnd community life. Percentages shown are
for all BOSS participants collectively. The totalmber of respondents for each aspect is
presented in the last column.

Exhibit 2-37
Impact of BOSS on Single Soldiers' Lives

(Survey Question 48)
Very
Great Great Moderate Slight No Does No'  Total
Exent Exent Exent Extent Extent Apply Cases

% % % % % % n
Satisfaction with my job 5% 4% 7% 4% 21% 59% 376
Personal job performance/readiness 6% 4% 7% 4% 20% 59% 376
Unit cohesion and teamwork 5% 5% 8% 6% 21% 55% 375
Unit readiness 5% 4% 9% 6% 22% 55% 374
Ability to manage my finances 5% 3% 7% 3% 22% 61% 374
Feeling that | am part of the military community 5% 4% 8% 4% 22% 57% 376
Feeling that the Army cares about its people 6% 5% 11% 5% 21% 53% 373
Relationship with my children (single parent) 4% 3% 5% 2% 16% 70% 366
My family's adjustment to Army life (single parent) 4% 2% 5% 2% 15% 2% 366
Family preparedness for deployments (single paren$% 2% 5% 3% 14% 72% 367
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group

Survey respondents were asked to indicatediten they participated in a variety of leisure
activities. Respondents noted if they participatetthese activities primarily on post, off post,ab
home (if applicable). Exhibit 2-38 provides thedtion and frequency of participation by active
duty respondents in the 91 activities, which axéddid by activity category. Exhibits 2-39, 2-40,
and 2-41 provide the same data for spouses, cisiliand retirees, respectively. Activities that di
not have a response option for participation atd&evitl show "N/A" in the "Participated at Home"
column.

Exhibit 2-38
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home Participation
% % % n %
Team Sports
Basketball 19% 3% N/A 227 22%
Hockey 1% 1% N/A 19 2%
Soccer 13% 3% N/A 170 16%
Softball 16% 4% N/A 207  20%
Touch/flag football 13% 2% N/A 161 16%
Volleyball 14% 3% N/A 167 16%
Self-directed sports tournaments 10% 3% N/A 128 13%
Outdoor Recreation

Bicycle riding/mountain biking 11% 16% N/A 281  27%
Camping/hiking/backpacking 6% 24% N/A 310 30%
Canoeing/kayaking/rafting 3% 10% N/A 131 13%
Fishing 13% 20% N/A 342  33%
Going to beaches/lakes 5% 30% N/A 362 36%
Horseback riding 1% 5% N/A 70 7%
Hunting 5% 11% N/A 161 16%
In-line skating/skateboarding 3% 3% N/A 59 6%
Paintball 5% 5% N/A 101 10%
Picnicking 12% 16% N/A 291  29%
Power boating/sailing/jet skiing/water skiing 2% 10% /AN 123 12%
Rock climbing/mountain climbing 1% 6% N/A 79 8%
Scuba 0% 3% N/A 34 3%
Skeet/trap shooting 7% 3% N/A 112 11%
Sky diving 0% 1% N/A 16 2%
Snow skiing/snowboarding 1% 10% N/A 115 11%
Volksmarching 1% 1% N/A 24 2%
Windsurfing/surfing/boogie boarding 0% 1% N/A 15 1%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-38 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Social
Dancing 6% 21% N/A 276 27%
Entertaining guests at home 23% 40% N/A 635 62%
Happy hour/social hour 14% 18% N/A 321  32%
Night clubs/lounges 6% 26% N/A 325  32%
Specially arranged shopping trips 1% 12% N/A 138 13%
Special family events 8% 30% N/A 386 38%
Sports and Fitness
Group exercise classes 9% 3% N/A 63 12%
Bowling 16% 5% N/A 134 20%
Boxing 1% 2% N/A 11 3%
Cardiovascular equipment 24% 4% N/A 212 28%
Golf 10% 5% N/A 79 14%
Martial arts 2% 3% N/A 18 4%
Personal fitness trainer assistance 3% 2% N/A 21 5%
Racquetball 8% 1% N/A 45 9%
Roller/ice skating 1% 3% N/A 17 4%
Running/jogging 26% 6% N/A 245  32%
Lap swimming 12% 2% N/A 75 14%
Tennis 2% 2% N/A 20 4%
Walking 18% 10% N/A 168 28%
Weight/strength training 25% 5% N/A 226  30%
Wrestling 1% 1% N/A 9 2%
Entertainment
Attending sports events 4% 25% N/A 139 29%
Billiards/game room/video arcades 4% 11% N/A 66 15%
Bingo 1% 2% N/A 13 3%
Card/table games 4% 10% N/A 62 14%
Festivals/events 4% 21% N/A 118  25%
Going to movie theaters 7% 42% N/A 246  50%
Live entertainment 3% 19% N/A 96 22%
Miniature golf 1% 10% N/A a7 11%
Ordering pay-per-view events 2% 8% N/A 46 10%
Plays/shows/concerts 3% 21% N/A 105 24%
Special entertainment activity events 3% 11% N/A 61 14%
Watching TV, videotapes, and DVDs 19% 32% N/A 295 51%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-38 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Special Interest
Automotive body & painting 1% 1% 3% 62 6%
Automotive detailing/washing 10% 10% 16% 358 35%
Automotive maintenance & repair 8% 8% 13% 294  29%
Automotive off-road activities 0% 2% 0% 22 2%
Automotive restoration 1% 1% 4% 55 5%
Ceramics/pottery 1% 1% 0% 22 2%
Collecting 0% 2% 4% 72 7%
Competitive motor sports 0% 3% 0% 34 3%
Computer games 3% 2% 21% 262 25%
Computer graphics/design 1% 0% 5% 59 6%
Digital photography 4% 6% 17% 273 27%
Drawing/painting 1% 1% 5% 72 7%
Fiber/decoration/décor 1% 1% 3% 40 4%
Gardening 3% 2% 26% 319 31%
Internet access/applications (Web surfing, etc.) 10% 3% 44% 585 58%
Jewelry making/beading/art metal 0% 0% 1% 22 2%
Model making 0% 0% 4% 44 4%
Participating in music/theater (bands/plays) 1% 2% 1% 48 5%
Photography/development 1% 2% 4% 74 7%
Picture framing 6% 1% 2% 86 8%
Rubber stamping/memory books/scrapbooking 1% 0% 4% 55 5%
Sculpture/3D design 0% 0% 1% 10 1%
Stained glass 1% 0% 1% 17 2%
Trips/touring 0% 10% 0% 90 11%
Trophy making 1% 0% 1% 14 1%
Woodworking/industrial arts 2% 1% 9% 127 12%
On Post Library Services

Internet access (full-text magazines/newspapers, et N/A N/A N/A 371 36%
Multi-media (videos, DVDs, CDs, books on tape) N/A AN/ N/A 287  28%
Reading N/A N/A N/A 382 3%
Reference/research services N/A N/A N/A 360 35%
Study/self development N/A N/A N/A 342  33%
Children's activities (story time, summer reading) /AN N/A N/A 141 14%
Adult activities (book clubs, exhibits, presentatp N/A N/A N/A 74 7%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group

Exhibit 2-39
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Spouses
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Team Sports
Basketball 4% 3% N/A 77 7%
Hockey 0% 0% N/A 3 0%
Soccer 8% 3% N/A 131 12%
Softball 3% 2% N/A 54 5%
Touch/flag football 1% 1% N/A 23 2%
Volleyball 1% 3% N/A 42 4%
Self-directed sports tournaments 0% 1% N/A 15 1%
Outdoor Recreation

Bicycle riding/mountain biking 10% 12% N/A 244  22%
Camping/hiking/backpacking 4% 21% N/A 273  25%
Canoeing/kayaking/rafting 3% 6% N/A 91 8%
Fishing 11% 12% N/A 259  23%
Going to beaches/lakes 7% 30% N/A 399 36%
Horseback riding 2% 7% N/A 95 9%
Hunting 2% 4% N/A 60 5%
In-line skating/skateboarding 4% 5% N/A 107 10%
Paintball 2% 1% N/A 30 3%
Picnicking 16% 20% N/A 395 36%
Power boating/sailing/jet skiing/water skiing 2% 8% AN/ 110 10%
Rock climbing/mountain climbing 0% 3% N/A 38 3%
Scuba 0% 1% N/A 11 1%
Skeet/trap shooting 2% 1% N/A 40 4%
Sky diving 0% 0% N/A 5 0%
Snow skiing/snowboarding 1% 9% N/A 112 10%
Volksmarching 1% 1% N/A 27 2%
Windsurfing/surfing/boogie boarding 0% 1% N/A 19 2%
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Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)
Exhibit 2-39 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Spouses
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)
Participated Participated Participated Overall
On Post Off Post At Home Participation
% % % n %
Social
Dancing 7% 19% N/A 285 26%
Entertaining guests at home 39% 35% N/A 795  74%
Happy hour/social hour 6% 15% N/A 231 21%
Night clubs/lounges 4% 17% N/A 233 21%
Specially arranged shopping trips 2% 19% N/A 234  21%
Special family events 16% 38% N/A 575 53%
Sports and Fitness
Group exercise classes 12% 10% N/A 153  22%
Bowling 27% 6% N/A 272 33%
Boxing 0% 1% N/A 6 1%
Cardiovascular equipment 27% 13% N/A 303 40%
Golf 9% 2% N/A 71 11%
Martial arts 2% 2% N/A 26 4%
Personal fitness trainer assistance 4% 2% N/A 36 6%
Racquetball 4% 0% N/A 29 5%
Roller/ice skating 2% 7% N/A 63 10%
Running/jogging 16% 9% N/A 181  25%
Lap swimming 9% 3% N/A 85 13%
Tennis 3% 1% N/A 27 4%
Walking 32% 20% N/A 421 52%
Weight/strength training 20% 11% N/A 229  32%
Wrestling 0% 0% N/A 5 1%
Entertainment
Attending sports events 8% 24% N/A 211 32%
Billiards/game room/video arcades 3% 11% N/A 92 14%
Bingo 2% 4% N/A 36 6%
Card/table games 8% 11% N/A 123 19%
Festivals/events 13% 26% N/A 261  39%
Going to movie theaters 16% 49% N/A 430 64%
Live entertainment 3% 20% N/A 151  23%
Miniature golf 0% 15% N/A 95 15%
Ordering pay-per-view events 6% 8% N/A 89 14%
Plays/shows/concerts 4% 26% N/A 188  30%
Special entertainment activity events 6% 13% N/A 127 20%
Watching TV, videotapes, and DVDs 33% 32% N/A 539 64%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-39 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Spouses
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Special Interest
Automotive body & painting 0% 1% 0% 18 2%
Automotive detailing/washing 9% 13% 10% 355 32%
Automotive maintenance & repair 7% 13% 5% 277  25%
Automotive off-road activities 0% 2% 0% 22 2%
Automotive restoration 0% 0% 1% 15 1%
Ceramics/pottery 1% 2% 1% 40 4%
Collecting 0% 3% 5% 88 8%
Competitive motor sports 0% 1% 1% 15 1%
Computer games 1% 1% 24% 294 27%
Computer graphics/design 1% 1% 5% 67 6%
Digital photography 1% 7% 27% 385 35%
Drawing/painting 1% 1% 10% 131 12%
Fiber/decoration/décor 0% 1% 11% 139 13%
Gardening 3% 2% 41% 498  46%
Internet access/applications (Web surfing, etc.) 4% % 3 58% 709 66%
Jewelry making/beading/art metal 1% 1% 6% 80 7%
Model making 0% 0% 1% 16 1%
Participating in music/theater (bands/plays) 1% 4% 1% 61 6%
Photography/development 1% 4% 5% 109 10%
Picture framing 5% 2% 5% 128 12%
Rubber stamping/memory books/scrapbooking 1% 3% 23% 290 27%
Sculpture/3D design 0% 0% 0% 8 1%
Stained glass 1% 1% 1% 27 2%
Trips/touring 1% 17% 0% 169 18%
Trophy making 0% 0% 0% 6 1%
Woodworking/industrial arts 1% 0% 3% 43 4%
On Post Library Services

Internet access (full-text magazines/newspapers, et N/A N/A N/A 249  22%
Multi-media (videos, DVDs, CDs, books on tape) N/A AN/ N/A 270  24%
Reading N/A N/A N/A 422  38%
Reference/research services N/A N/A N/A 268  24%
Study/self development N/A N/A N/A 193 18%
Children's activities (story time, summer reading) /AN N/A N/A 165 15%
Adult activities (book clubs, exhibits, presentatd N/A N/A N/A 61 6%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group

Exhibit 2-40
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Civil ians
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Team Sports
Basketball 4% 5% N/A 141 9%
Hockey 0% 0% N/A 10 1%
Soccer 1% 3% N/A 69 4%
Softball 3% 6% N/A 132 8%
Touch/flag football 1% 2% N/A 42 3%
Volleyball 3% 4% N/A 118 7%
Self-directed sports tournaments 2% 3% N/A 69 4%
Outdoor Recreation

Bicycle riding/mountain biking 1% 15% N/A 256 16%
Camping/hiking/backpacking 3% 24% N/A 426  27%
Canoeing/kayaking/rafting 1% 10% N/A 169 11%
Fishing 5% 23% N/A 432 28%
Going to beaches/lakes 3% 29% N/A 498  32%
Horseback riding 1% 6% N/A 112 7%
Hunting 1% 11% N/A 197  13%
In-line skating/skateboarding 1% 3% N/A 52 3%
Paintball 1% 3% N/A 53 3%
Picnicking 6% 24% N/A 464  30%
Power boating/sailing/jet skiing/water skiing 1% 11% /AN 189 12%
Rock climbing/mountain climbing 0% 4% N/A 61 4%
Scuba 0% 2% N/A 38 2%
Skeet/trap shooting 1% 4% N/A 86 6%
Sky diving 0% 1% N/A 9 1%
Snow skiing/snowboarding 1% 6% N/A 111 7%
Volksmarching 1% 2% N/A 51 3%
Windsurfing/surfing/boogie boarding 0% 1% N/A 23 1%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-40 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Civil ians
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Social
Dancing 3% 23% N/A 402  26%
Entertaining guests at home 3% 54% N/A 874 57%
Happy hour/social hour 6% 22% N/A 423 27%
Night clubs/lounges 3% 24% N/A 411 27%
Specially arranged shopping trips 1% 14% N/A 229 15%
Special family events 4% 40% N/A 667 43%
Sports and Fitness
Group exercise classes 6% 7% N/A 111 13%
Bowling 14% 9% N/A 211 23%
Boxing 1% 1% N/A 11 1%
Cardiovascular equipment 18% 14% N/A 315 32%
Golf 6% 11% N/A 147  17%
Martial arts 0% 1% N/A 11 1%
Personal fitness trainer assistance 4% 2% N/A 50 6%
Racquetball 4% 1% N/A 41 5%
Roller/ice skating 1% 4% N/A 41 5%
Running/jogging 9% 9% N/A 154  18%
Lap swimming 4% 3% N/A 57 7%
Tennis 1% 3% N/A 29 4%
Walking 13% 29% N/A 388 42%
Weight/strength training 14% 11% N/A 231  25%
Wrestling 0% 1% N/A 8 1%
Entertainment
Attending sports events 3% 33% N/A 292  36%
Billiards/game room/video arcades 2% 14% N/A 121 15%
Bingo 1% 6% N/A 57 7%
Card/table games 1% 22% N/A 181  23%
Festivals/events 5% 31% N/A 292  36%
Going to movie theaters 4% 52% N/A 440 56%
Live entertainment 3% 30% N/A 265 33%
Miniature golf 1% 14% N/A 115 15%
Ordering pay-per-view events 0% 10% N/A 80 10%
Plays/shows/concerts 4% 34% N/A 299 37%
Special entertainment activity events 4% 17% N/A 164 21%
Watching TV, videotapes, and DVDs 3% 69% N/A 581 72%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-40 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Civil ians
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Special Interest
Automotive body & painting 1% 1% 3% 67 4%
Automotive detailing/washing 4% 11% 12% 411 26%
Automotive maintenance & repair 4% 8% 12% 379  24%
Automotive off-road activities 0% 3% 0% 50 3%
Automotive restoration 0% 1% 3% 65 4%
Ceramics/pottery 2% 1% 1% 54 3%
Collecting 0% 3% 9% 191 12%
Competitive motor sports 0% 2% 1% 42 3%
Computer games 1% 2% 23% 404 26%
Computer graphics/design 2% 1% 6% 135 9%
Digital photography 2% 5% 18% 394 25%
Drawing/painting 1% 1% 6% 108 7%
Fiber/decoration/décor 1% 1% 6% 106 7%
Gardening 1% 3% 39% 666  43%
Internet access/applications (Web surfing, etc.) 7% % 3 43% 811 53%
Jewelry making/beading/art metal 0% 1% 4% 75 5%
Model making 0% 1% 2% 41 3%
Participating in music/theater (bands/plays) 1% 5% 1% 102 7%
Photography/development 1% 2% 6% 138 9%
Picture framing 4% 1% 3% 138 9%
Rubber stamping/memory books/scrapbooking 0% 2% 6% 130 8%
Sculpture/3D design 0% 0% 0% 16 1%
Stained glass 1% 0% 1% 36 2%
Trips/touring 1% 15% 0% 208 17%
Trophy making 0% 0% 0% 15 1%
Woodworking/industrial arts 1% 1% 8% 161 10%
On Post Library Services

Internet access (full-text magazines/newspapers, et N/A N/A N/A 361 23%
Multi-media (videos, DVDs, CDs, books on tape) N/A AN/ N/A 275 17%
Reading N/A N/A N/A 387 25%
Reference/research services N/A N/A N/A 327 21%
Study/self development N/A N/A N/A 299 19%
Children's activities (story time, summer reading) /AN N/A N/A 89 6%
Adult activities (book clubs, exhibits, presentatd N/A N/A N/A 104 7%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group

Exhibit 2-41
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Retirees
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Team Sports
Basketball 2% 3% N/A 87 5%
Hockey 0% 1% N/A 14 1%
Soccer 1% 2% N/A 46 3%
Softball 2% 4% N/A 90 6%
Touch/flag football 1% 1% N/A 33 2%
Volleyball 2% 2% N/A 54 3%
Self-directed sports tournaments 1% 2% N/A 43 3%
Outdoor Recreation

Bicycle riding/mountain biking 1% 16% N/A 262 16%
Camping/hiking/backpacking 2% 21% N/A 368 23%
Canoeing/kayaking/rafting 1% 7% N/A 129 8%
Fishing 7% 27% N/A 521 33%
Going to beaches/lakes 4% 26% N/A 464  30%
Horseback riding 1% 4% N/A 80 5%
Hunting 3% 15% N/A 292 18%
In-line skating/skateboarding 0% 1% N/A 24 2%
Paintball 1% 2% N/A 35 2%
Picnicking 5% 18% N/A 366 24%
Power boating/sailing/jet skiing/water skiing 1% 9% AN/ 165 10%
Rock climbing/mountain climbing 0% 2% N/A 40 3%
Scuba 0% 2% N/A 33 2%
Skeet/trap shooting 4% 4% N/A 113 7%
Sky diving 0% 0% N/A 7 0%
Snow skiing/snowboarding 1% 5% N/A 85 5%
Volksmarching 1% 3% N/A 51 3%
Windsurfing/surfing/boogie boarding 0% 0% N/A 9 1%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-41 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Retirees
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Social
Dancing 2% 17% N/A 296 19%
Entertaining guests at home 1% 52% N/A 814 53%
Happy hour/social hour 4% 16% N/A 321  21%
Night clubs/lounges 2% 18% N/A 308 20%
Specially arranged shopping trips 1% 9% N/A 153 10%
Special family events 3% 33% N/A 551 36%
Sports and Fitness
Group exercise classes 3% 5% N/A 82 8%
Bowling 9% 9% N/A 190 18%
Boxing 0% 0% N/A 6 1%
Cardiovascular equipment 13% 20% N/A 364 33%
Golf 7% 13% N/A 207  20%
Martial arts 0% 1% N/A 12 1%
Personal fitness trainer assistance 2% 3% N/A 50 5%
Racquetball 4% 1% N/A 56 6%
Roller/ice skating 0% 2% N/A 23 2%
Running/jogging 4% 12% N/A 167 16%
Lap swimming 5% 4% N/A 86 9%
Tennis 1% 1% N/A 24 2%
Walking 6% 43% N/A 511  49%
Weight/strength training 10% 13% N/A 243  23%
Wrestling 0% 0% N/A 2 0%
Entertainment
Attending sports events 2% 31% N/A 322  33%
Billiards/game room/video arcades 1% 8% N/A 89 9%
Bingo 0% 6% N/A 58 6%
Card/table games 1% 17% N/A 170 17%
Festivals/events 2% 27% N/A 284  29%
Going to movie theaters 3% 42% N/A 455  45%
Live entertainment 2% 26% N/A 270 27%
Miniature golf 1% 6% N/A 67 7%
Ordering pay-per-view events 0% 7% N/A 66 7%
Plays/shows/concerts 2% 30% N/A 312 32%
Special entertainment activity events 3% 12% N/A 145 15%
Watching TV, videotapes, and DVDs 1% 69% N/A 706 69%
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LEISURE ACTIVITIES
Leisure Activity Participation by Patron Group (continued)

Exhibit 2-41 (continued)
Leisure Activity Participation and Location - Retirees
(Survey Questions 52, 53, and 54)

Participated Participated Participated  Overall

On Post Off Post At Home  Participation
% % % n %
Special Interest
Automotive body & painting 1% 1% 3% 89 6%
Automotive detailing/washing 4% 10% 15% 442  28%
Automotive maintenance & repair 5% 7% 16% 439  28%
Automotive off-road activities 0% 2% 0% 33 2%
Automotive restoration 1% 0% 4% 85 5%
Ceramics/pottery 1% 1% 1% 37 2%
Collecting 0% 3% 7% 165 11%
Competitive motor sports 0% 1% 1% 31 2%
Computer games 0% 1% 19% 315 20%
Computer graphics/design 1% 1% 7% 128 8%
Digital photography 0% 5% 18% 368 24%
Drawing/painting 0% 1% 4% 72 5%
Fiber/decoration/décor 0% 0% 2% 44 3%
Gardening 1% 3% 39% 677 43%
Internet access/applications (Web surfing, etc.) 2% % 4 41% 740  48%
Jewelry making/beading/art metal 0% 0% 2% 38 2%
Model making 0% 0% 4% 67 4%
Participating in music/theater (bands/plays) 1% 4% 1% 91 6%
Photography/development 1% 2% 5% 114 7%
Picture framing 3% 1% 4% 114 7%
Rubber stamping/memory books/scrapbooking 0% 0% 2% 46 3%
Sculpture/3D design 0% 0% 0% 8 1%
Stained glass 0% 0% 1% 15 1%
Trips/touring 1% 22% 0% 296 22%
Trophy making 0% 0% 0% 8 1%
Woodworking/industrial arts 2% 1% 15% 284  18%
On Post Library Services

Internet access (full-text magazines/newspapers, et N/A N/A N/A 260 16%
Multi-media (videos, DVDs, CDs, books on tape) N/A AN/ N/A 228 15%
Reading N/A N/A N/A 386 24%
Reference/research services N/A N/A N/A 325 21%
Study/self development N/A N/A N/A 262 17%
Children's activities (story time, summer reading) /AN N/A N/A 51 3%
Adult activities (book clubs, exhibits, presentatd N/A N/A N/A 80 5%
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SECTION THREE
MWR FACILITY ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION TO MWR FACILITY ANALYSIS

The MWR Facility Analysis section of the MWR Leisuleeds Survey Report includes three
main components:

* A ranking of each installation within the region esage rates, satisfaction ratings, and
quality ratings for the 25 standard installatioailfies. Data are provided for each patron
group and for the total respondents within thearegiThe usage, satisfaction, and quality
data for the region and the Army overall are alssented.

* A facility evaluation worksheet for each facilityat provides regional information by
patron group on usage, satisfaction, and quality.

* A customer profile worksheet for each facility tipabvides a demographic overview of
those respondents in the region who used thetfacili

FACILITY RANKINGS ON USAGE, SATISFACTION, AND QUALITY

Each standard installation facility is presented three-page exhibit: the first page presents
the usage rates of the facility for all installagowithin the region; the second page present
satisfaction ratings of the facility for all ing&tions within the region; the third and final page
presents the quality ratings of the facility fdriabktallations within the region.

e [nstallation Facility Usage Ratesexhibits present usage rates for a standard iastail
facility, ranked by installations within the regioifhe usage rates for the facility for the
region and for the Army overall are presented tonparison.

¢ Installation Facility Satisfaction Ratingsexhibits present satisfaction ratings for a
standard installation facility, ranked by instatiats within the region. The satisfaction
ratings for the facility for the region and for tAemy overall are presented for comparison.

o Installation Facility Quality Ratings exhibits present quality ratings for a standard
installation facility, ranked by installations withthe region. The quality ratings for the
facility for the region and for the Army overalleapresented for comparison.
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Installation Facility Usage Rates
Installations Ordered from High to Low by Total Cases
Army Lodging
NWRO Army
Baseline | Baseline
15.0% 15.6%
Installation Facility Usage
Total Users Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees Totalases
Fort Leonard Wood 191 25.9% 28.8% 6.9% 6.2% 24.7%
USAG Selfridge 70 33.3% 30.1% 19.3% 6.1% 20.3%
Fort Leavenworth 210 23.2% 29.8% 5.2% 11.1% 18.2%
Fort Riley 93 21.3% 26.4% 7.0% 3.1% 18.1%
Fort McCoy 56 45.8% N/A 7.5% 6.0% 16.3%
Dugway Proving Ground 6 23.5% N/A 10.0% N/A 12.0%
Fort Lewis 69 12.3% 15.2% 4.8% 4.5% 10.0%
Fort Carson 29 8.3% 5.4% 4.6% 2.3% 4.9%
Rock Island Arsenal 9 5.0% 6.7% 1.4% 2.3% 1.6%
Tooele Army Depot 3 N/A N/A 1.2% 3.3% 1.5%
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Installation Facility Satisfaction Ratings
Installations Ordered from High to Low by Total Cases
Army Lodging
NWRO Army
Baseline Baseline

4.13 3.98

Installation Facility Satisfaction Ratings*

Total Users Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees Totalases

Rock Island Arsenal 9 5.00 5.00 4.75 4.33 4,73
Tooele Army Depot 3 N/A N/A 5.00 4.00 4.69
Dugway Proving Ground 6 3.33 N/A 5.00 N/A 4.53
Fort Leonard Wood 191 4.28 4.20 4.21 4.00 4.27
USAG Selfridge 70 3.73 3.95 4.45 4.44 4.19
Fort Lewis 69 4.08 4.08 4.40 4.45 414
Fort Riley 93 4.07 4.07 4,75 4.14 4.13
Fort McCoy 56 411 N/A 4.08 4.38 4.11
Fort Leavenworth 210 4.03 3.97 4.08 4.03 4.01
Fort Carson 29 3.00 3.20 4.00 4.33 3.40

*Satisfaction ratings are based only on the usktiseofacilities at each installation.
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Installation Facility Quality Ratings
Installations Ordered from High to Low by Total Cases
Army Lodging
NWRO Army
Baseline | Baseline

4.07 3.94

Installation Facility Quality Ratings*

Total Users Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees Totalases

Rock Island Arsenal 9 5.00 5.00 4.75 3.89 4.68
Tooele Army Depot 3 N/A N/A 4.83 3.00 4.26
Fort McCoy 56 4.26 N/A 4.06 4.39 4.21
Fort Leonard Wood 191 4.22 4.11 4.26 4.02 4.21
Fort Lewis 69 4.07 4.03 4.40 4.55 4.13
USAG Selfridge 70 3.82 3.97 4.30 4.19 412
Dugway Proving Ground 6 2.92 N/A 4.50 N/A 3.95
Fort Leavenworth 210 3.95 3.83 3.97 4.06 3.92
Fort Riley 93 3.79 3.99 4.56 3.95 3.92
Fort Carson 29 3.22 3.73 3.87 4.22 3.66

*Quality ratings are based only on the users ofdledities at each installation.
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Installation Facility Usage Rates
Installations Ordered from High to Low by Total Cases
Arts & Crafts Center
NWRO Army
Baseline | Baseline
15.9% 15.3%
Installation Facility Usage
Total Users Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees Totalases
Dugway Proving Ground 14 37.5% N/A 33.3% N/A 33.2%
Fort Leavenworth 282 23.9% 35.1% 18.7% 16.6% 23.5%
Fort Riley 124 15.8% 22.1% 20.9% 11.3% 17.8%
Tooele Army Depot 34 N/A N/A 17.8% 13.3% 16.7%
Fort Leonard Wood 170 14.3% 20.8% 12.3% 12.5% 14.4%
USAG Selfridge 35 13.8% 7.1% 16.4% 6.2% 13.8%
Fort Lewis 85 15.9% 10.2% 14.4% 6.0% 12.3%
Fort McCoy 50 17.2% N/A 11.7% 7.9% 12.3%
Fort Carson 70 8.3% 9.3% 11.3% 9.6% 9.5%
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Installation Facility Satisfaction Ratings
Installations Ordered from High to Low by Total Cases
Arts & Crafts Center
NWRO Army
Baseline Baseline
4.14 4.12
Installation Facility Satisfaction Ratings*
Total Users Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees Totalases
Tooele Army Depot 34 N/A N/A 4.72 4.50 4.70
Fort Riley 1